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PREFACE. 


As the present Work commences with an Introductory 
Statement, I should have dispensed with a Preface, but 
for the necessity of noticing that of my opponent. It 
extends to forty-four pages; but it need not detain us 
long. 

I. My. Faber’s Preface opens with a complaint of the 
unreasonableness of a Catholic declining to argue with 
a Protestant, on the ground that such discussion would 
be, on the part of the Catholic, a tacit admission that 
his own faith was not fixed and immovable. He thus 
interprets the answer of the Rey. Richard Norris, of 
Stonyhurst, to an invitation sent to him by the 
** Society for the promotion of the Religious Principles 
“οὗ the Reformation,” to meet their itinerant clergy 
for a public discussion of the doctrines on which they 
respectively differed. It is true that Mr. Norris judged 
it proper not to accept the challenge ; and that one of 
his reasons was given in these words: ‘‘ I am, secondly, 
** compelled to decline your invitation, because I cannot 
‘‘admit any ground of discussion. With respect to 
‘“‘ the principles of the Reformation, they were fully 
‘« discussed and finally set at rest in the Council of 
“Trent. 1, and every Catholic with me, revere, as the 
“dictates of the Holy Ghost, the decisions of that 
“‘(icumenical Council: we cannot, consequently, 
‘entertain a shadow of doubt—our faith is fixed, 
“‘ immovable.” 
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But Mr. Faber draws an unwarrantable inference 
from this assertion of Mr. Norris, when he under- 
stands from it that Catholics are obliged to refuse any 
discussion, whenever called upon by Protestants to give 
an answer and a reason for their faith. Unquestionably 
a Catholic may argue with an opponent from a wish to 
satisfy or refute him. This Mr. Norris never meant to 
deny ; though he thought proper not to come forth at 
the impudent bidding of certain itinerants, whose 
challenge bespoke doubt of the security of their own 
opinions, and appeared to invite him to a discussion, as 
if he entertained similar doubts of foundation of his 
own faith. 

Mr. Norris, however, though he would have had no 
jifficulty about discussing with a Protestant, either to 
prove the security of his own faith, or the insecurity 
of the religious opinions of his opponent, rested his 
own steady conviction most justly upon the authorita- 
tive decision of the General Council of Trent. But 
here Mr. Faber again mistakes the import of that 
gentleman’s language. He supposes him to have 
alleged the authority of the Council of Trent as a 
sufficient answer to convince his opponents. No; Mr. 
Norris merely justified his own refusal to enter upon a 
discussion: he did not attempt then to convince his 
adversaries. Mr. Faber; however, contends that the 
very basis of the answer is insecure ; because, he says, 
the Council did not arbitrarily decide, but rested its 
decisions upon the asserted fact that its doctrines had 
always been the faith of the Catholic Church.* 


41 do not stop here to notice Mr. Faber’s erroneous statement respecting 
dogmatical facts, as it will be found fully treated in the concluding chapter 


of the present work. 
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Mistaking altogether the grounds which regulate 
the decisions of the Catholic Church, whether 
dispersed or assembled in General Councils, Mr. Faber 
falsely supposes her decrees to be built on no better 
basis than the mere human investigation of historical 
facts. ‘Hence he forms his own conclusion, which is 
indeed the grand principle of his book, that before we 
can call upon any one to assent to our doctrines as 
apostolical, we must substantiate the fact of their being 
such by yet extant documents of antiquity. Improving 
upon his own gratuitous conclusion, he pronounces 
that nothing can be more absurd or opposed to the very 
decrees of the Tridentine Fathers, than to assert that 
the cause is ended, while yet the fact remains to be 
substantiated. And growing bolder as he ascends his 
airy castle, he closes with this heroic defiance: ‘‘ On 
‘‘ the very ground taken up by the Tridentine Fathers 
‘‘ themselves, we say—ProvE your ASSERTED Fact.” 
The proofs shall speedily appear : it will suffice to note 
in this place, that though we pledge ourselves perfectly 
to substantiate the asserted fact, we do so, not as 
admitting that the decrees of God’s Holy Catholic 
Church are based on no surer and more sacred grounds 
than mere historical facts, but to satisfy and convince 
our opponents by following out a line of argument of 
their own choosing. 

Il. Mr. Faber gives some of our writers credit for 
more consistency ; for instance, the compilers of the 
Faith of Catholics on certain points of controversy, and the 
Bishop of Strasbourg (Dr. Trevern) in his Discussion 
Amicale. To be sure he considers their efforts a miserable 
failure ; but at least they did what they felt themselves 


compelled to do, by labouring to establish the fact 
b2 


ιν PREFACE. 


alleged by the Tridentine Fathers. Mr. Faber here 
wrongs those respectable authors, and deceives his 
readers. They never undertook their task as if com- 
pelled to establish the mere historical fact, before they 
could urge the decisions of the Catholic Church: they 
only produced primitive testimonies as corroborative of 
such decisions. A bare inspection of the first page of 
the Introduction to the Faith of Catholics on certain points 
of Controversy must have shewn Mr. Faber that the prin- 
cipal compiler of that work felt no such compulsion as he 
wrongfully imputes. He must there have seen that the 
Catholic believes firmly in the speaking authority of the 
Church, which can tell him, ‘‘ without danger of being 
“ itself deceived, what the truths are which Christ 
taught ;” and that the object of that compilation was to 
afford the additional satisfaction of corroborative testi- 
mony, but not as judging such testimony essential to 
the establishment of our faith. 

III. The object of the Bishop of Strasbourg was the 
same: and as Mr. Faber in this portion of his Preface 
merely repeats his former unfounded assertions respect- 
ing the basis of the Tridentine decrees, and applies the 
same false reasoning to Dr. Trevern, as to the former 
author, I proceed to his next Number. 

IV. The object of Mr. Faber’s Difficulties of Romanism, 
as here stated, was to furnish Protestants with an easy 
reply when perplexed by the bold assertion of ‘‘ Roman 
Ecclesiastics,” that the doctrines of the Catholic Church 
are in strict accordance with those of the Apostles. 
The object of the present work is to supply permanent 
proofs that no such reply can be made. 

V. Mr. Faber here complains, as he has done else- 
where, of the tone and temper in which his first edition 
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was answered by the Bishop of Strasbourg. All that I 
have to observe upon such a complaint is, that the argu- 
ments of controversy chiefly deserve attention ; and that 
a disputant rarely complains of the manner of a reply, 
until he has begun to feel the truth and justice of its 
matter. Let both productions be weighed impartially ; 
and I am persuaded that an equitable judge will not 
decide that the Bishop treated his antagonist more 
unceremoniously than he deserved. To his renewed 
charge against the Bishop relative to a passage from Ter- 
tullian, and one from St. Cyril of Jerusalem, I must refer 
the reader to two previous publications of mine, which 
ought to have shewn Mr. Faber the folly and injustice 
of repeating his accusation.* 

It will be there seen that if the Bishop erred in the 
case of Tertullian, it was by mere oversight, and that he 
made, through me, the most ample apology ; while Mr. 
Faber was guilty in the other instance of dishonourable 
suppression and gross calumny, which so far from 
retracting he now deliberately repeats. 

Our author next informs his readers that Dr. Trevern 
having published an Answer to his first edition of Difi- 
culties of Romanism, he was induced to publish a rejoinder. 
This is usually quoted as the Supplement to his Difficulties, 
but bears the following title: The Testimony of Primitwe 
Antiquity against the peculiarities of the Latin Church, being 
a Supplement to the Difficulties of Romanism. ‘‘ This 
‘“‘Reply,” he says: “called out Mr. Husenbeth, the 
“ translator and editor of the Bishop’s Answer.” Yes, I 
came forth in answer to Mr. Faber’s Supplement, with a 
Book, ‘‘ equalling,” as he says, ‘‘in voluminous pro- 
“ΧΙ the Answer of my very principal.” This work 

* Reply to Faber’s Supplement, Ὁ. 46.—Difficulties of Faberism, p. 39. 
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was entitled: A Reply to the Rev. G. S. Faber’s Supple- 
ment to his Difficulties of Romanism. Mr. Faber unjustly 
calls Dr. Trevern a shrinking adversary, and represents 
his lordship as, resigning his pen through a feeling 
approaching to cowardice. Such gross misrepresenta- 
tion of known facts can only reflect disgrace upon 
himself. He knew that the prelate never shewed the 
least sernblance of cowardice. He shrink from Mr. 
Faber? The idea is too ridiculous for any mortal to 
entertain who has but glanced over their respective 
productions. But Mr. Faber’s representation is worse 
than the mere vanity of dotage, which we might smile 
at with pity—it is a wilful perversion of known truth. 
For the Bishop’s reasons were stated in the opening 
paragraph of the Reply, and in the Difficulties of Faberism, 
p. 3. His Lordship had previously determined to write 
no more against such ἃ disputant, and not even to read 
another line that he might write; because he had con- 
ceived, not fear, but disgust at his dishonourable mode of 
controversial warfare. We fly with fear from a formi- 
dable animal; but there are certain nauseous creatures, 
which we assuredly do not fear, but from which 
nevertheless we turn away through utter abhorrence. 
In addition to this repugnance, the Bishop was in a 
manner compelled to decline all further controversy, on 
account of being charged, at a very advanced age, with 
the care of a large and destitute diocese, where a million 
of souls claimed his whole time and labour. All this was 
stated: but Mr. Faber must still rear his crest, and exult 
in fancied triumph as over a flying and defeated enemy. 

This called me forth. Not that I presumed to: stand 
worthily in place of the veteran and venerable prelate ; 
but that I could not endure the daily strut and defiance 
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of this boastful Philistine. I could not wield the pen of 
the Bishop, but I knew that far less ability than his would 
suffice to expose and refute an antagonist such as Mr. 
Faber. It is not for me to say with what success I met 
him in my Reply; but his very mode of treating my 
labours affords pretty intelligible proof that Goliath was 
struck in the forehead. He affects a thorough contempt 
for my ‘‘emulous feebleness,” and represents himself 
as acting with extraordinary condescension, when “ in- 
“duced, de propria liberalitate, to expend a pamphlet 
‘“upon Mr. Husenbeth.” Thus on his part, he says, 
‘ended the controversy : for, of course, it were super- 
‘“‘fluous to notice a mere scurrilous pamphlet of Mr. 
‘“¢ Husenbeth, which was stuffed with irrelevant personal 
‘“‘ abuse of myself.” 

The real facts are these. After my Reply to his Sup- 
plement, Mr. Faber published a pamphlet of 61 pages, 
entitled, Some Account of Mr. Husenbeth’s Attempt to 
assist the Bishop of Strasbourg ; and this was the only 
account that this honourable controvertist chose to take 
of my Reply of 369 pages. I immediately answered 
this pamphlet by another, which exposed the leading 
peculiarities of his smgular system, and was consequently 
entitled: The Difficulties of Faberism. This is the 
pamphlet which he represents as stuffed with scurrility 
and abuse; but I will only ask any upright judge to 
peruse it, anid I am confident of his returning a very 
different verdict. I believe that the lofty Rector of Long 
Newton was stung and humbled by that pamphlet. Τὶ 
exposed the worthless policy which he had so basely 
pursued, and it laid bare the deformities of that graceless 
system, which he had so pompously clothed and paraded. 
The reader will be fully enabled to form his own estimate 
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in the course of the present Work, particularly in the 
concluding Chapter; and will be satisfied that Mr. 
Faber has here asserted, without a particle of truth, that 
the said pamphlet ‘‘contained nothing deserving of 
‘attention, save an angry confession that the pecu- 
‘‘liarities of Romanism could not be established from 
ἐς the historical testimony of the antenicene Fathers, and 
8 ραν inaccurate allegation respecting the Emperor 
*¢ Julian.” 

VI. The method of rejoinder which it best ibn Mr. 
Faber to adopt, was that of entirely remoulding his former 
Difficulties of Romanism. Accordingly in his second 
edition he adopts a new and more convenient arrange- 
ment, and he has made it altogether so different from 
the first, that it might be considered a new production, 
if we did not meet in most instances his delinquencies 
patched up anew, and repeated in shameless defiance of 
all expostulation, exposure, and refutation. I do not 
stay here to refute Mr. Faber’s unfounded assertions 
respecting the limitation of evidence from the Fathers - 
within the first three centuries, and the asserted impos- 
sibility of proving the apostolicity of our doctrines by 
any other method than his own. These positions our 
subsequent pages will prove to be untenable. I shall only 
note in this place that Mr. Faber’s plan embraces, in the 
First Book, the defenswe warfare of undertaking to 
invalidate the testimonies produced by our controvertists 
in favour of our doctrines, from the first three centuries : 
and in the Second Book, the offensive warfare of direct 
assault, by attempting the production of counter-evidence 
against our doctrines to prove that ‘long after the apos- 
‘tolic age they sprang up only in the course of most 
‘‘lamentablecorruption.”” The reader will find Mr. Faber 
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closely followed up in the present Work in both lines of 
his warfare. 

VII. My opponent takes considerable credit to himself 
for having given throughout the originals of the various 
quotations: but I protest against his insinuation that 
our own controvertists in not always doing the like, 
have been influenced by the apprehension of injuring 
their cause by imprudent disclosure. Every candid 
person will allow that in many cases the production of 
the original text would be so impracticable, that if 
insisted upon, it would deter many from publishing 
solid and valuable productions. I. readily grant 
however, that it is always the best and fairest method, 
and particularly desirable in controversies like the 
present; and therefore it has been unhesitatingly 
adopted in the subsequent composition. As Mr. Faber 
expresses his devout hope that his Book may be ren- 
dered on account of the original texts, permanently 
useful to both clerical and lay disputants, ‘‘ Who in 
‘‘ these latter days must anticipate the probability of not 
κε unfrequent controversy with the Roman priesthood ;” 
I may as fervently hope that the following refutation of 
his boastful pretensions may, under the divine blessing, 
serve as an arsenal where the Catholic controvertist may 
readily find a panoply against every assailant of his 
creed. 

VII. Mr. Faber has observed, he says, that when- 
ever our divines are hard pushed, they attempt to evade 
the true question by launching out into strenuous abuse 
of Luther and the Reformers. ‘‘ Granting for a moment,” 
he continues, “‘ that Luther conversed bodily with the devil, 
“‘ [must needs say, even in that extreme and doubtless 
“very remarkable case, that the Latin clergy will not 
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‘be a single jot nearer to that historical establishment of a 
‘‘ pact, which has been imposed upon them by the 
« Tridentine Fathers.” This is all gratuitous assump- 
tion, and empty bravado. Our divines indeed often 
exhibit Luther and his brother Reformers in the horrible 
traits in which they have either depicted themselves or 
each other, and which it is not, in the power even of 
calumny to heighten ; but not for the purpose of divert- 
ing attention from a fact which they are ever prepared 
to substantiate. When we remind a Protestant of the 
abominable character of the great leader of what is 
called the Reformation ; we intend to put it seriously to 
his conscience, whether the Almighty would have chosen 
such aman for the great and holy work of reforming 
his Church, granting the impossible supposition that it 
could have needed reformation in faith ;—and whether 
Luther has exhibited credentials to claim ρος in his 
mission and apostleship. 

It was with this view that in a former publication I 
urged the infamous conduct and writings of Luther 
against that unhappy apostate Blanco White ;* who 
after having been ordained a Catholic priest, became an 
infidel, then a professed member and minister of the 
Church of England ; and has recently shifted again, and 
become a preacher of Unitarianism. The Church of 
England and the Oxford University welcomed this poor 
nettle from the ejected weeds of the Pope’s garden ; 
they planted it with honour and fostered it with degrees 
and dignities: but alas! they are now sensible how 
little it deserved protection. Whether the above publi- 
cation be the one alluded to, as Mr. Faber conjectures, 


* Defence of the Creed and Discipline of the Catholic Church against the 
Rev. J. Blanco White. Second Edition, page 24. 
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in Scott’s History of the} Church of Christ, is to me ἃ 
matter of the smallest possible consequence. I suspect — 
however that is not, because many little works have 
appeared which treat exclusively of the famous Con- 
ference of Luther with the Devil, while that precious 
matter is introduced in my book only incidentally. I 
tell Mr. Faber that the less he stirs up the character of 
Luther, and his Conference with the Devil, the better for 
his own cause. Nothing more need any man do than 
read Luther’s own account of the Devil’s arguments, of 
his thundering voice, and of the horrible perspiration and 
trembling which the saintly patriarch of the Reformation 
suffered from Satan’s oppressive treatment, to be well 
satisfied that the Conference was personal enough, and 
no ‘“‘anile figment,’ as Mr. Faber pretends. But if 
Mr. Faber had read much of Luther’s works, he would 
have known that accounts of his conferences and adven- 
tures with the Devil are there too frequently and too 
graphically described, for those interviews to have been 
imaginary. They are for the most part so grossly 
related that it is impossible to transcribe them. I can 
only refer to his repeated rencounters with the Devil, 
and recommendations of the best ways of defeating 
Satan, as practised often by himself.* But all this is 
too disgraceful: Mr. Faber will never wash out the 


* These will be found in the oldest and most accurate editions of Luther’s 
Table-talk, by Urban Gaubisch at Eisleben in 1566, and the Leipzig edition 
used by Selnekker.—Eisleb pp. 286, 290. Leipz. pp. 220, 221, 223. Wittem- 
berg. Ed. 1573. Tom. v. p. 52. . 
~ “Multas noctes mihi satis amarulentas et acerbas reddere ille novit.... 
“* Sensi equidem et probe sum expertus, quam ob causam illud evenire soleat, 
““ ut sub auroram quidam mortui in stratis suis inveniantur.” Translation 
of the German of Luther by Hospinian. Hist. Sacram. P. 2, p. 131. 

To succeed however in one of the methods recommended for driving away 
the Devil, required, it seems, the faith of a sturdy believer like Luther 
himself: ‘‘ Satanam cum pedore abigere possum: credens talia potest 
“* preestare, que alius non poterit. Lurueri Colloquia Mensal. ii. p. 22. 
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Ethiopian spots of this ferocious innovator. What if 
Luther had, as Mr. Faber intimates, already denied the 
Mass previous to his dispute with Satan? He had still 
by his own confession said private Masses for fifteen 
years, down to 1522. If then he had written against 
the Mass, as the Lutherans allege, in 1520 or 1521, he 
had still gone on celebrating for about two years, while 
in his conscience he believed that so doing was an 
abomination. Is this to his credit? But why then did 
he not reply to the Devil, that he had already combated 
and abolished private Masses? If we allow that this 
Conference with the Devil was a mere dream, though 
Luther tells us that he was wide awake, it is still 
manifest that no holy apostolic man would have had 
such a dream ; or if he had, would have published it to 
the world. Mr. Faber therefore must take his choice of 
Bossuet’s hypotheses: ‘‘ If this be true, how horrible to 
‘have been tutored by such a master? If Luther 
** fancied it, what illusions, what black thoughts were 
ἐς harboured in his mind ? If he invented it, how dismal 
“‘ a story was this to glory in?’’* 

IX. Mr. Faber makes a long attempt to justify the 
‘nomenclature systematically and advisedly adopted” 
in this, as in all his previous publications, where we are 
styled throughout Romanists, Romans, Latins, Papists, 
Papalhsts, or some other nickname, and our religion is 
designated Romanism. With this Mr. Faber has been 
often reproached ; for though we feel it not as a griev- 
ance,—having been well trained by three centuries of 
opprobrium to smile at all such practices, and pity those 
who employ them,—still we claim our right to protest 


* Bossuet—Hist, of the Variations of the Protestant Churches. Part i, 
Book iv. § xvii. 
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against the injustice, the uncharitableness and the 
ungentlemanly spirit which persists in treating us with 
deliberate insult. To defend his favourite practice, Mr. 
Faber asserts that though we undoubtedly are Catholics, 
we are not exclusively such ; and consequently, that if 
a Protestant concedes to us the title, he virtually acknow- 
ledges himself to be no member of the Catholic Church 
of Christ. I shall not here detain the reader with proofs, 
which will be copiously given in the following Work, of 
the impossibility of any Church not in communion with 
the See of Rome establishing a claim to be a branch of 
the true Universal or Catholic Church of Christ: nor of 
the absurdity of supposing that a multitude of Churches 
contradicting each other in faith can each belong not- 
withstanding to the essentially onz Church founded by 
the God of unity and truth. But I ask if Mr. Faber 
could not have employed a title, which while it gave no 
offence to us, would not compromise his own scruples. 
The legislature has done this by designating us as Roman 
Catholics: why could not Mr. Faber employ the same 
appellation? He gives no satisfactory reason for pre- 
ferring terms which he knows that we consider offensive : 
but would turn the tables upon ourselves, by maintain- 
ing that by claiming the name of Catholic as our exclu- 
sive right, we insult every other Church. To this I 
reply, that we can prove our Church to be exclusively 
the Catholic Church of Christ: and this being our con- 
scientious conviction, we cannot be blamed for acting 
upon it. We leave others to prove their claim, if they 
can: but we cannot be said to insult them by conscien- 
tiously asserting our own birthright. The case however 
with Mr. Faber is widely different. He admits that we are 
Catholics, yet systematically refuses to call us so; pre- 
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ferring to sink our admitted right in offensive nicknames. 
He might indeed conscientiously refuse to style us 
simply Catholics ; but he ought even on his own prin- 
ciples still to designate us Roman Catholics. Thus he 
would neither wound his own conscience, nor give us 
just cause of expostulation. 

The late invincible champion of Catholic Faith, Dr. 
Milner, had noticed the inconsistency of Protestants, 
who though “ every time they address the God of Truth, 
‘‘ either in solemn worship or in private devotion, they 
‘“‘ are forced, each of them to repeat: I believe mn TuE 
Catuotic Church; yet if any of them is asked if he is 
a Catholic, he is sure to answer: No, I ama Protestant.* 
Mr. Faber tells us he was not aware, until instructed by 
Dr. Milner, that ‘‘ Anglicans were all forced to repeat the 
‘“‘ Creed” in their private devotions. But surely Dr. Milner 
might be excused for charitably thinking as well of 
Anglicans as of Catholics, any one of whom would 
never deem it right to omit the Creed either in his 
morning or evening prayers. For if the just man liveth 
by faith,t its profession by reciting the symbol of his 
belief should be his daily exercise: and Mr. Faber may 
thence learn a useful lesson from a Catholic Bishop. 
But to Dr. Milner’s argument. The worthy prelate 
adverted to the inconsistency of Protestants professing 
their belief in the Catholic Church, and yet remaining in 
a Church notoriously not Catholic; and to the remarka- 
ble fact, that while the world by common consent has 
always given to our religion the title of Catholic, no one 
of the Protestant Churches has ever yet succeeded in 
obtaining that honourable designation. Mr. Faber may 


* Miutner.—End of Religious Controversy—Letter vav. 
+ Hebrews x. 38. 
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assert his title to be called a Catholic, but whom will he 
ever persuade to call him so? How has it happened 
that no one has ever so styled his brethren of the 
Anglican Church? How comes it that all, foes as well as 
friends, practically admit our title, and call as Catholics, 
while no other Church is ever so designated ? Is there no 
argument of prescriptive right and truth in the united 
practice of the wide world in our regard? Mr. Faber 
will cail this an ‘‘ idle humour, an unthinking com- 
‘* plaisance childishly conceded to arrogant and offensive 
ἐς importunity,” which ‘‘ ought surely to be systematically 
** discontinued by every Protestant ;”’ but alas! it is too 
late to begin the experiment. Vox populi, vor Dei will 
be found here strictly applicable, apart even from all 
other arguments. Mr. Faber, if prejudice and peevish- 
ness did not offuscate his perceptive powers, would see 
in this practice of all times, all places and all persons, 
no small proof of the truth and justice of our claim to 
the honourable and exclusive designation of Tur 
Catrnotic Cuurcnw. Mr. Faber will call us Romans: 
but even so, according to St. Jerom, we are essentially, 
and exclusively Catholics: ‘‘ What does he call his faith ? 
** Does he call it that of the Roman Church? .... If 
he answers, Roman; then we are CaTHotics.’’* 

X. Mr. Faber finally expresses his acknowledgments 
to those who had furnished him with books and quota- 
tions for the prosecution of his Work ; and here may be 
excused a few words respecting my own production. 1 
trust it will prove what it professes to be, a complete 
exposure and refutation of every part of Mr. Faber’s 


. Ἀ Fidem suam quam vocat ὃ eamne, qua Romana pollet Ecclesia? ...... 


o. eracnam responderit : ergo Catholic1 sumus.—S. H1izron. Adv. Rufin. 
id i. | 
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book and system. It may he asked, why after objecting 
to his employment of nick-names, I have chosen to 
adopt the term Faberism. He at least, who calls my 
religion Romanism, could have no cause to complain of 
such a word, had it been constructed in mere wanton | 
derision. But this it was not. I have long perceived 
that Mr. Faber argues in a very different strain, and on 
other principles from his fellow Protestants. He has.a 
system of his own, and a peculiar mode of inculcating 
his system. I could not treat his opinions as those of 
any other Protestant: I found it necessary to class him 
apart, and to give his system a special designation ; and 
therefore I did but follow the usual mode of naming a 
system after its founder, when I determined to refute his 
peculiarities under the distinctive name of FasErism. 
The system itself will be fully exposed in the follow- 
ing pages: but though the reader will have repeated 
occasions to notice also the peculiar arts by which it is 
supported, I think it expedient to present him before- 
hand a few outlines of what may justly be considered 
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The First distinguishing feature is the arbitrary and 
unwarrantable limitation of primitive evidence to the 
first three centuries. 

The Ssconp, already adverted to, is a habit of insulting 
nicknames and abusive epithets, such as Papist, Papalist, 
Popish, and Romish, besides the perpetual nomenclature 
of Romanists and Lats applied to us by Mr. Faber, as . 
he owns ‘‘ advisedly and systematically.” 

The Trp is a frequent practice of false translations, 
such as the following : 
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Page 217, a sentence of Dr. Trevern for the second 
time falsely translated after Mr. Faber had been con- 
victed before. This will be found exposed in the present 
work at p. 638. 

Page 356, he falsely translates a passage of St. 
Clement of Alexandria, exposed in this work, p. 353. 

Page 364, Theodoret falsely translated: detected in 
this work, p. 364. 

The Fourrn is false quotation : as 

Page 272, St. Irenzeus and Tertullian, which 1 have 
exposed at pp. 83 and 85. 

Pages 275-6, St. Athanasius, detected by me at pp. 
93, 4, 5. 

Page 277, a singular instance of trickery in a passage 
from St. Augustin, which will be found duly shewn up 
at pp. 100, 1, 2, 3. 

Page 448, a grossly garbled quotation from St. Gregory 
of Nyssa, which I have pointed out at p. 436. 

The Firru feature of the system of Faberism is the 
very frequent adduction of known false charges and wilful 
misrepresentations. Instances of this are shamefully 
numerous. 

Pages 12 and 501 he misrepresents St. Cyril of Alex- 
andria, noticed in my work, at p. 698. 

Page 21, he studiously misrepresents St. Ignatius, as 
I have shewn at pp. 11, 12, 13. 

Pages 164 and 187, he misrepresents the tineipal 
compiler of the Faith of Catholics on certain points of 
Controversy, which I have noticed as a glaring falsehood, 
at p. ὅθά. ᾿͵ 

Page 165, he brings a false charge against the Bishop 


of Strasbourg, whom the reader will find defended, 
p. 556, 


d 
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Page 182, he falsely accuses our divines with refer- 
ence to a passage from St. Cyprian, for which the 
reader is referred to page 561. 

Page 184, he brings a similar charge respecting a 
passage from Origen, which 1 notice at p. 564. 

Page 251, a strange mis-statement relative to the 
Iconoclast Council of Constantinople, which the redder 
will find corrected at p. 41. 

Page 256, he misrepresents a decree of the Second 
Council of Lateran, for which see my p. 50, 

Page 257, he maligns the Third Council of Lateran, 
of which I have taken due notice at p. 52. 

Page 292, he garbles and misrepresents a passage 
from Eusebius, as I have proved at p: 177. 

Page 308, as well as in his Preface p. xl, he grossly 
falsifies a fact concerning the Council of Chalcedon, 
which I have amply exposed at p. 197. 

Page 323, exhibits a most complete instance of mean 
artifice, garbling, suppression and trickery to misrepre- 
sent a passage of St. Jerom. The whole is duly 


unveiled at my page 309. 

Page 348, he imposes on his readers by a passage 
from Tertullian quite foreign to the subject on hand, as 
will appear by reference to my page 341. i 

Page 349 exhibits a splendid specimen of Mr. Faber’s 
ingenuity in making a passage of St. Cyril of Jerusalem 
appear in his favour, by little low tricks of suppression 
and the substitution of convenient dashes. See my 
work p. 344. | aes | 

Page 354 treats us once more to a tricked out passage 
from St. Augustin, which Mr. Faber had been’ three 
times before convicted of mistranslating and garbling : 
{ have treated him for it as he deserves, at p. 351. 
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Page 388, he wilfully misrepresents Dr. Grabe ; as I 
have shewn at p. 385. 

Page 429 exhibits another specimen of trickery to 
misrepresent the real sentiments of the Author of a 
Treatise on the Sacraments. See this exposed in my 
Work, p. 415. 

Page 459 contains a gross misrepresentation of Ter- 
tullian on Purgatory, as proved in my p. 593. 

The Stxru feature of Faberism is a practice οἵ sup- 
pression, of what in honour and fairness ought to be 
produced or acknowledged. Instances have been blended 
in the foregoing references ; but others more remark- 
able are too readily found. 

Page 187, he suppresses the context of a passage of 
Origen; and then forges'a charge against our divines, 
which he knew to be entirely false. See my ὥφηοντο 
of this suppression, p. 565. 

Page 190, he suppresses thirty-two important lines of 
a passage of Cardinal Fisher without the slightest 
intimation of a leap so outrageous: see this fully 
exposed at p. 573. 

Page 378, he suppresses and dashes out various parts 
of a quotation from Bertram of Corbie, in hopes of 
making him say the very reverse of what he really does 
say on Transubstantiation. See this exposed at p. 377. 

Page 400, he suppresses a plain passage of Peter 
Lombard to misrepresent his belief on the Mass: this I 
have given at p. 389. 

Page 439, he has puppresliel : a most important 
passage of St. Ambrose, for which see my page 427. 

- Page 469, he suppresses one half of a sentence of 
Tertullian : see my p. 606. 


~ Page 502, the language of St. Ambrose is again 
ad 2 
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mutilated by a disgraceful suppression ; exposed by me, 
p. 700. 

The SeventH is the opposite feature of gratuitous 
inventions and interested additions to the words of the 
ancient writers. These occur not only in his false 
translations, but at p. 204, where the word “ thence ”’ is 
interpolated in a passage of St. Irenzeus: see my p. 618. 

Again at p. 264, where the word “immaculate” is 
gratuitously added to the decree of Trent respecting the 
Vulgate: see my p. 66. 

The EreutH is a very prominent feature of Mr. Faber’s 
system, and one of its chief resources for support. I 
mean a habit of evasion and shuffling out of troublesome 
evidence or argument. Instances are too numerous to 
be all specified ; but I may note the following :— 

Page 28, he evades several quotations from St. Igna- 
tius, having suppressed two entirely ; and then complaina 
that they are scanty and inefficient, and so shuffles off 
without any discussion of them. See this artifice fully 
exposed in my work, p. 11. 

Page 29, he shuffles out of various passages of St. 
Irenzeus, Tertullian, and St. Clement; for which see 
p: 17. 

Pages 135 and 137, he shuffles over Tertullian without 
analysis or argument; as shewn in my p. 278. 

Page 540, he seeks to evade some pointed evidence of 
the Holy Fathers for Satisfaction ; by not quoting any 
part of it, but impudentlv deciding that it was anti- 
scriptural ; see this fully exposed at p. 504 of my work. 

The NintH, a very odious feature, is the perpetual 
re-production of objections already answered, without the 
smallest notice of their previous refutation. Thus at 

Page 255, he brings forth again a sorry objection 
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twice fairly met and answered before. This I have 
exposed at p. 50. 

Page 259, comes over again his often refuted assertion 
about moral change in the Blessed Eucharist: refer to 
my p. 55. 

Page 357, treats us to an old objection from St. 
Augustin, twice refuted before ; this will be found duly 
noticed in my work, p. 356. 

Page 486, two passages from Minucius Felix and 
Origen, both amply noticed by me in a former work ; 
see p. 667. | 

The ΤΈΝΤΗ is the unlucky feature of self-contradiction : 
of which take the following specimens. 

Page 168, he appeals to our belief that Idolatry is a 
deadly sin; whereas in other places he contradicts him- 
self by imputing Idolatry to us as a habit cherished and 
defended: see my work, p. 539. 

Page 246, he asserts that we are not agreed as to 
where the Infallibility of our Church resides: and at 
p. 254, he flatly contradicts himself; as shewn at my 
p. 991. * 

Page 504, after professing at all times to admit 
evidence from the first three centuries as decisive upon 
any passage of Scripture, Mr. Faber flatly contradicts 
his own principle by rejecting their plain evidence when 
it opposes his own system, upon the graceless and 
arrogant assumption that such evidence only proves 
how soon the Church became banefully corrupted. See my 
work, p. 504. 

The Erzventu is Heresy. This abounds of course 
throughout a work in defence of false doctrine ; but in. 
several instances Mr. Faber does not accurately exhibit 
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the doctrines of his own Church, and in one at least he’ 
is positively opposed to an essential Article of the 
Anglican, as well as the Catholic Creed. This occurs at 
p. 255, where Mr. Faber advocates the heresy of the 
Greek Church on the procession of the Holy Ghost ; as 
I have clearly shewn, at p. 48. 

_ The Twetrru feature, characteristic of Faberism, isa 
habit of deliberate falsehood, which a word of one syllable 
would better express. This of course is instanced in the 
several misrepresentations already enumerated ; but it 
occurs yet more glaringly in other places. 

Page 253, he asserts as a truth, yet without one 
particle of veracity, that ‘‘ Dr. Trevern was grievously 
‘‘ hampered,” on the subject of Infallibility, which Ihave 
shewn, p. 45, to be as unfounded an assertion as even 
himself ever made. 

Page 261, he broadly impugns the known truth by 
asserting that the Council-of Trent forbids in a certain 
instance what the Scripture enjoms. See my p. 57. 

Page 366, he asserts a known, wilful and deliberate 
falsehood respecting an assertion of my own as to the 
meaning of a passage of Theodoret. I hope the reader 
will'do me the justice to refer to my vindication at p. 365. 

These are specimens of Mr. Faber’s method of con- 
troversial warfare. I will not insult the reader by asking 
if a system supported by such artifices can bear any pre- 
sumptive evidence of truth: I will only request him to 
read the exposure and refutation contained in the follow- 
ing pages ; I shall be willing to abide by his decision. 

If this preface has wearied the reader, and kept him 
with tantalising prolixity from the Work itself, I beg to 
offer my apology in the words of a holy Father: 
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Εἰ δὰ εἰς πλῆθος ἔκτέινοι Tov λόγον ἡ ἀκρίξης Sewpla, συγ νώσεται Tay- 
τως ὃ εὐγνώμων ἀκροατὴς», οὐκ ἡμᾶς ὠἀδολεσχεῶν αἰτιώμενος, εἰλλ᾽ ἐπὶ 
τον τὴν ἀφορμὴν δεδωκότα τὴν ἀιτίαν ἐπευαφέρων. “«“ 1 careful 
“ investigation extends the discourse to great length, 
‘“‘ the benevolent hearer will doubtless forgive it, not 
“ accusing us of garrulity, but laying the blame upon 
‘“‘ him who obliged us to it.” (ὃ. Gree. Nyssen. Contra 
Eunom. Orat. w.) 

I have only to add, that though directed immediately 
against Mr. Faber’s Difficulties of Romansm, the present 
Work will be found useful as a general repertory on — 
most subjects of controversial discussion between 
Protestants and Catholics. I shall be amply recompensed 
if God is glorified, the sacred cause of Truth defended, 
and the salvation of immortal souls promoted. Friar! 
Fiat! 


“* Si quid de tuo Deus meus, dictum est, agnoscant tui: si quid de meo, et tu 
ignosce et tui,” 


May thine O God! accept all here of thine: 
Mayest thou and thine forgive all here of mine. 
Sr. AuGusTINn. 
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FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. 


CHAPTER I. 


INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT. 


CorpiIAL_y does every Catholic adopt and repeat the celebrated 
maxim of Tertullian, with which Mr. Faber introduces his work : 
‘Whatever is first, is true ; whatever is later, is spurious. Wil- 
lingly also do we subscribe to Mr. Faber’s introductory position ; 
‘that it was morally impossible that any material corruptions 
could have prevailed in the pure doctrine of the Apostles during 
the first three centuries. But it will be the object of the present 
work to shew, that the maxim of Tertullian is fatal to Mr. 
Faber’s theological system ; and that the same causes which 
prevented the apostolic faith from seeing corruption in the first 
three centuries, have operated to the present, and will as effec- 
tually operate to the end of time. “ Each varying heresy,” says 
Mr. Faber, “had a commencement without the Catholic Church. 
“The various discordant upstart systems of heresy stood self- 
* precluded from all claim to apostolicity.” These are true and 
important admissions, which will not be lost sight of as we 
proceed. We shall examine if later heresies have not equally 
commenced “ without the Catholic Church ;” and whether they 
can claim any better title to apostolicity, than the heresies of 
the first three centuries. 
Β 
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The Rector of Long Newton adduces likewise a canon 
of St. Vincent of Lerins, familiar to every Catholic, which 
of course we adopt without hesitation: “In the Catholic 
“Church, we must especially take care to hold that, which 
“ every where and always, and by all has been believed: for 
“this is truly and properly Catholic.” But Mr. Faber may 
have reason to repent his approval of this celebrated canon. 
The abject of St. Vincent in his Tractatus Peregrini or Commoni- 
torium, in which it occurs, was to prove that to determine the 
sense of Scripture, we must refer to tradition. Indeed it strikes 
so fatally at the root of Protestant principles, that our Preben- 
dary had better have never meddled with so dangerous a weapon. 

After these extraordinary references to maxims ever dear 
to Catholics, Mr. Faber proceeds to lay down the subject 
of the discussion between us, the apostolicity of the doc- 
trines of the Catholic Church, which, with inveterate ab- 
surdity, he persists in designating as “the -peculiarities of 
the Latin Church.” He decides that it is quite irrelevant 
in this discussion to quote from writers of the fourth and 
fifth centuries; for that such citations can only establish the 
existence of a doctrine within those centuries. Does he sup- 
pose then that St. Vincent of Lerins, who flourished in the 
fifth century, would have committed the egregious error of 
appealing to universality, antiquity and unanimous consent, 
quod ubique, guod semper, quod ab omnibus, if the peculiarities 
of his age could not stand the tests he was so laudably pro- 
posing? Mr. Faber admits that some of the “ Latin pecu- 
liarities” existed in St. Vincent’s age; butif that Father could 
so boldly appeal to antiquity for the whole faith of the Church in 
his time, how can it be quite irrelevant in us to cite authorities from 
the fourth or even fifth century? Mr. Faber considers such cita- 
tions as mere idle attempts to give to our cause an apparent 
strength, by an ostentatious display of superfluous evidence. 
But it must be remembered that Protestant controvertists 
before Mr. Faber were more candid and consistent. They were 
satisfied with evidence from the Fathers of the fourth or fifth 
ages; because they saw the moral impossibility of corruption in 
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those ages, as clearly as Mr. Faber concedes it of the ages pre- 
ceding them. This writer has a system of his own: he would 
confine our evidence to the third century, and if we produce a 
passage even from that, he retreats to the second, and so from 
the second to the very first. Why did he not honestly tell us 
at once that he would admit no evidence later than the time of 
the apostles themselves ? 

The adduction of testimony from ages later than the third, 
Mr. Faber will not allow to be defensible upon the principle of 
prescription; because, as he contends, that argument cannot be 
used until the fact itself shall have been first established. Ter- 
tullian used the argument of prescription against the early 
heretics with effect; because, says Mr. Faber, he could prove 
the fact of apostolical derivation for all the doctrines of the 
Church: but the same argument is irrelevant in our mouths, 
because we have not historical proof of the fact on which it must 
rest, namely apostolical derivation. Mr. Faber well knows the 
power of Tertullian’s arguments, and how strongly conclusive 
they are made against every heresy and innovation: he therefore 
labours to evade their force. But it is labour in vain. Tertul- 
lian’s prescriptions are as applicable to modern as they were to 
ancient heresies; and this shall be made manifest in the course 
of the present work. Historical proofs abound for every doc- 
trine of the Catholic Church, sufficiently conclusive to every 
rational being, not infatuated, like Mr. Faber, by the absurdity 
of his own singular system. 

Mr. Faber attempts, in illustration of his original ideas on this 
subject, to shew that the adoration of the wood of the cross, as 
he chooses to express it, prevailed indeed in the fourth and fifth 
centuries; because St. Cyril of Alexandria admits the fact, 
though in sore perplexity and much irritation, if we are to 
believe our worthy Prebendary; but that this fact does not 
establish the apostolicity of the practice, so necessary, as Mr. 
Faber insultingly writes, to the cause of Tridentine Popery ; 
because of the denial of such a fact by Minutius Felix in the 
third century. Here the reader has a very fair specimen of the 
system which I am justified in denominating Faderism. This 

B 2 
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single statement involves at once falsehood, misrepresentation, 
and dishonourable suppression, for which the author is so 
notorious, He insinuates by chosen expressions that in St. 
Cyril’s time, the faithful adored the cross with divine worship ; 
which is a known and malignant falsehood. He asserts that 
St. Cyril admits such adoration; which is another falsehood 
equally base and malevolent. He represents that holy Father 
as sorely perplexed, much irritated, and driven to rambling 
ambages for his reply; which are wilful and disgraceful misre- 
presentations. He puts forth all his former assertions about the 
passage from Minutius Felix, without the slightest reference to a 
plain and pointed refutation which I had previously written 
against them in my Reply to his Supplement, p. 52; suppression 
most dishonourable in any controvertist, but too familiar with 
the Rector of Long Newton, 

As I love order, especially in controversy, I reserve a further 
exposition of this matter for the refutation of the author’s sixth 
chapter, where he repeats his assertions on cross-worship. There 
I promise to deal with him as he deserves. I shall now proceed 
to consider the author’s second chapter, premising that the plan 
of his work embraces in its first book, an examination of the 
evidence which we adduce in proof of the apostolicity of our 
doctrines ; and in its second book, an attempt to shew that 
those doctrines on which we differ are contradicted by historical 
testimony. Each chapter of the present work will notice at 
once both Mr. Faber’s chapters on the same subject ; so that 
Section I. of each Chapter will establish our evidence against 
him, and Section II. will vindicate our doctrines against his 
historical objections. 
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CHAPTER II. 


INFALLIBILITY. 


Secrion I.—Proors ror INFALLIBILITY. 


Mr. Faser begins with Infallibility ; because, as he alleges, it 
stands at the very head of “ Latin peculiarities.” At the head 
of Mr. Faber’s peculiarities, which are not a few, stands appa- 
rently a most obstinate determination either not to understand, 
- or not to represent correctly the plain and ordinary theological 
᾿ acceptation of certain terms and expressions, which to escape 
utter confusion in this controversy, it is of great consequence to 
distinguish accurately. Thus after all that has been written for 
his correction, we still find him talking in his favourite style of 
Latin Church, Roman Church, Romanists and Peculiarities, not 
only in defiance of the acknowledged terms of theology, but in 
perverse opposition to the remonstrances and. explanations so 
often addressed to him. As this habit is a very prominent part 
of the system of Faberism, and will be found to pervade entirely 
_ the work under review, as well as all the other controversial 
writings of Mr. Faber against our religion, I consider it both 
useful and necessary to submit to the candid reader a short clear 
exposition, to serve as a corrective to Mr. Faber’s peculiar per- 
versity, and open the way to a ready understanding of the subject 
of the present chapter. 

When we speak of the Catholic Church, we signify by that 
term the society of all the faithful united in the profession of the 
same faith, the participation of the same sacraments, and sub- 
‘mission to the same head, the Bishop of Rome as the successor 
of St. Peter and Vicar of Jesus Christ. When we speak of the 
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Latin Church, we use that term to distinguish the Roman or 
Western portion of the Catholic Church, from the Greek or 
Eastern. The Latin and Greek Churches formed but one great 
society of the Universal or Catholic Church, until the lamented 
schism commenced by Photius in the ninth century, and con- 
summated by Michael Cerularius in the eleventh. Since that 
time, the Catholics of the West have been occasionally denomi- 
nated Latins, from their having retained the Latin language in 
the divine office, as those in the East retained the Greek. But 
this occasional term of contradistinction has in no way pre- 
judiced the exclusive right of the Church diffused principally 
over the West, and in Communion with the See of Rome, to be 
still held the sole Catholic and Universal Church. Again, the 
term Roman Church is in the usual language of divines, the 
Catholic or Universal Church, regarding the See of Rome as the 
centre of unity, and communicating with its Bishop, as the suc- 
cessor of St. Peter, the Vicar of Jesus Christ, and the chief pastor 
of the whole Christian Church. The expression Roman Church 
ought not to be confounded with Church of Rome, which 
properly means the individual See or Church of Rome itself, or 
that particular diocese of which the Pope is the immediate 
bishop. 

It answers the purpose of Mr. Faber to lose sight of these 
distinctions. By his own meanings artfully affixed to these 
several expressions, he creates deplorable confusion, and escapes 
with a plausible argument. But in no science perhaps more 
than in theology is it essential to have a clear and fixed meaning 
for every expression : and it will be my care throughout to bring 
my antagonist back to the legitimate usages of controversial 
warfare. 

In the chapter on Infallibility now under consideration, Mr. 
Faber adduces a number of scriptural texts and citations from 
the Holy Fathers, which, he informs us, have been quoted by the 
Bishop of Strasbourg, and the authors of the work entitled, 
The Faith of Catholics on certain points of Controversy. As 
if fully aware of the force of these passages, he hurries them 
over with a few general remarks on their irrelevancy, passes on 
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to examine the claim of the Latin Church to be considered the 
Catholic or Universal Church, and from this proceeds to his 
other difficulties on the subject of Infallibility. 

_ The passages from Scripture are the following :— 

I say to thee: That thou art Peter ; and upon this rock I will 
build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
it.—St. Matt. xvi. 18. 

Where there are two or three gathered together in my name, 
there am I in the midst of them.—St. Matt. xviii. 20. | 
_ Jesus coming spoke to them, saying: All power is given to me 
in heaven and in earth. Going therefore teach ye all nations : 

baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all things whatsover I 
have commanded you : and behold I am with you all days, even to 
the consummation of the world—St. Matt. xxviii. 18, 19, 20. 

He that heareth you, heareth me: and he that despiseth you, 
despiseth me. And he that despiseth me, despiseth him that sent 
me.—St. Luke x. 16. 

1 will ask the Father, and he shall give you another Paraclete, 
that he may abide with you for ever. The Spirit of truth, whom 
the world cannot receive, because it seeth him not, nor knoweth 
him: but you shall know him; because he shall abide with you, 

and shall be in you.—St. John xiv. 16, 17. 

But when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will teach you all 
truth. For he shall not speak of himself: but what things soever 
he shall hear, he shall speak : and the things that are to come he 
. shall shew you.—St. John xvi. 13. 

lt hath seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us, to lay no 
Surther burden upon you than these necessary things —Acts xv. 28. 

These things I write to thee ...... that thou mayest know 
how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God, which is 

_ the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth.— 
_ 1 Timothy ii. 14, 15. 

_. Mr. Faber is compelled to admit that these passages of 
Scripture vouch for Christ’s preservation of his Church from 
fundamental error. He holds such a promise to be implied in 
the very constitution of the Church of Christ, that the gates of 
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hell shall not prevail against his Church, however widely in some 
quarters and during some seasons error and heresy may be 
dominant. The Protestant reader will probably stand amazed 
to find this staunch champion admitting so much; and the 
Catholic will be inclined to desire nothing more to assure him of 
the author’s orthodoxy on the inerrancy of the Church. But 
Mr. Faber is here at one of his habitual artifices. He qualifies 
his belief, by asserting that the Church will never cease to be 
the pillar of truth “in one branch or another branch,” and that 
Christ will preserve his Church from error “in this branch or 
that branch.” This is to prepare the way for his favourite idea 
that the Roman Catholic Church is but one branch, and the 
Church of England another. He chooses however a most 
unfortunate simile for his purpose. For branches must not only 
proceed from ἃ parent trunk or root, but must be united to it ; 
and when they cease to be so united, they are cast forth, and 
wither and die. Thus adopting his own figure, it is easy to- 
perceive that it could never have been promised to any branch 
that it should flourish in the life of truth, while its parent trunk 
was dead in error ; and consequently that communion with one 
acknowledged centre of unity is essential to entitle any national 
or provincial Church to be a true living branch of the great tree 
of Christ’s Catholic Church. 

“ But,’ says Mr. Faber, “we shall vainly seek in Scripture 
“ for a declaration, that any one provincial or national Church 
“is specially invested with the high privilege of perpetual 
“inerrancy.” Certainly we ‘should seek in vain for such a 
declaration, for which no man in his senses, I believe, would ever 
seek at all. Catholics never imagined any such promise. Mr. 
Faber, with absurd inutility, cites a passage from the renowned 
Alphonsus Tostatus, to the effect that the Latin Church not 
being the whole of the Catholic Church, might err without pre- 
judice to the i inerrancy of the Universal Church. This is true in 
the sense of its author, but Mr. Faber has no right to it in his 
own sense. Security from error is attached to the body of 
pastors of the Catholic or Universal Church; but not to any 
pastor or pastors in particular, nor to any provincial or national 
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Church in particular. It is not an article of our faith that even 
the Pope is infallible. But when Mr. Faber speaks of the 
Church of the Latins, he means the Church of Rome taken 
singly as a particular Church, for he puts forth his interpretation 
as that of the whole body of Protestants, and refers to the 19th 
of the thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England, which 
speaks of the Churches of Jerusalem, Alexandria, and Antioch 
as having erred, and adds, so also the Church of Rome 
hath erred, evidently considering the last as a particular 
Church, like the three others. Tostatus speaks of the Church 
of the Latins, as distinguished from that of the Greeks, both 
being parts of the great universal Church, and at the time 
spoken of, in perfect unity of faith and communion. He is 
writing on the subject of St. Jerom being ordered by Pope 
Damasus to correct the Latin version of the Scriptures by the 
Greek copies. And he puts it-as a query whether the Church 
could be said to have erred, because it had corrupt Latin 
Scriptures. He answers, by first establishing the grand principle, 
that the whole Church cannot err. He admits that any parti- 
cular Church may err, but says: “ When any particular Church 
“ errs, it may be corrected by its mother, the Universal Church, 
* and no inconvenience follows.”* But the Scriptures had only 
been corrupted in the Latin portion of the Church, and they 
were corrected by the true copies remaining among the Greeks. 
Even so, he says, the Latin Church had not entirely erred, 
since Pope Damasus had not erred, but sought to correct the 
faulty copies, and St. Jerom and many other learned men had 
not erred. Moreover, he says, if the Latin Church had erred by 
its books of Scripture being. corrupted, it must not be: said 
therefore*that it erred in faith, since the faith was not attached 
to the books of that portion of the Church, but to such books as 
were pronounced genuine by the Universal Church. Now we 
clearly see what Tostatus meant by the words quoted by Mr. 
_ Faber: “ But the Church of the Latins is not the Universal 


* Quando tamen errat aliqua Ecclesia particularis, potest corrigi per 
Ecclesiam Universalem matrem suam: et non sequitur inconveniens.— 
Tostat. Com. in Prolog. ii. in Evang. Matt. 24. 
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“ Church, but a certain part of it, and therefore if it had all — 
“ erred, the Universal Church would not have erred, because the 
** Universal. Church remains in those portions which do not err, 
“‘ whether they be more numerous than those erring or not.” 

This can be of no benefit to Mr. Faber ; for it merely amounts 
to an assertion to which every Catholic will agree, that a part of 
the Church may fall away, as the English, the Dutch, the 
Swedish have done: but let it be carefully observed, that Tos- 
tatus does not say that the part thus fallen into error could then 
remain a portion of the Catholic Church. Oh no; that prodigy 
of wisdom knew too well that churches separated from the com- 
munion of the Catholic Church of Christ, are like branches 
broken off from the true vine: they must wither and die. 
“‘ They may indeed,” says the learned Bishop Poynter, “ for a 
“¢ time, preserve more or less of the external forms of the Church 
*“ of Christ ; but there is within them a principle of dissolution, 
“‘ which destroys the interior substance of the body, and leaves 
“‘ an empty exterior appearance of true religion. They may be 
“ς supported for a time in certain religious rites and forms of 
“ ecclesiastical government, by the civil power which has adopted 
“them. But, in fact, they become nothing more than civil 
*‘ institutions, and will. exist no longer than whilst they are sup- 
“ ported by the State, whose creatures they are. “ Every plant 
““ “which my Heavenly Father hath not planted, shall be rooted 
* Sup.’ ”—St. Matt. xv. 13.* 

Mr. Faber dismisses all the above passages of Scripture with 
one commodious sentence, asserting that they “are palpably 
“ insufficient to establish, on scriptural evidence, the infallible 
“ anerrancy of the Church of Rome.” Butas he makes no attempt 
to evade their force in establishing the infallible inerrancy of the 
Catholic Church, they remain in full power for the purpose for 
which we adduce them. They establish the inerrancy ofthe 
Church of Christ; the particular Church of Rome is only a part 
of the Church of Christ; but taken in connexion with the 
innumerable other churches in communion with her, as the 


* Christianity, chapter v. p. 111. 
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centre of unity, the mother and mistress of all churches, she 
becomes the great Catholic or Universal Church to which the 
said passages of Scripture plainly promise infallibility. 

After enumerating the scriptural evidences, Mr. Faber gives 
the passages from the Holy Fathers. First, those from St. 
Ignatius. ““ While yet among you, I cried with a loud voice: 
« attend to the Bishop and the Presbytery and the Deacons.”* 

“ Farewell in Jesus Christ; being obedient to the Bishop as 
© to the commandment, and in like manner to the Presbytery.” 

“ 1 exhort that you diligently do all things in the unanimity of 
“ God, the Bishop in the place of God presiding over γοὰ. ὦ 

Ihave taken Mr. Faber’s translation of the above passages, 
after carefully comparing it with the text. He gives them as if 
they were the only ones adduced by the Bishop of Strasbourg. 
But how came he to omit the following more remarkable than 
the rest ? 

“ Avoid divisions, as the source of evils. All of you follow 
“ the Bishop, as Jesus Christ (follows) his Father.”|| 

“It behoves you to concur in the decision of the Bishop: 
“ which also you do. For your memorable Presbytery, worthy 
“ of God, is in harmony with the Bishop, like the chords of a 
“lyre .... Let us therefore be careful not to resist the Bishop ; 
“that we may be subject to God.... For whomsoever the 
“father of the family sends to govern his household, him we 
* ought to receive even as him who sends him.” 4 

Mr. Faber having suppressed the last two striking quotations, 
complains that the passages are scanty in number, and defective 
in efficiency ; that though they may prove Ignatius to have been 
what is now called a high churchman, they contain not a hint 
even of Catholic Infallibility. But they prove with manifest 
efficiency, that from the first ages Bishops pronounced authori- 
tatively upon what pertained to faith, declared what was, and 
what was not revealed, and cut off from the Church those who 
refused to submit to their authority. To do these things, the 


* S. Ignat. Ep ad Philadelph. § vii. + Ep. ad Trail. § xiii. 
{ Ep. ad Magnes: § vi. || Ep. ad Smyrn. § vii. et viii. 
{ Ep. ad Ephes. § iv. v. et vi. 


Cc 2: 
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Bishops must have known their power, that they could not as 
a body be mistaken in their decisions, that Jesus Christ was with 
them, and that the Holy Spirit of truth would never abandon 
them. ‘These passages distinctly shew that the faithful recog- 
nised the authority of their pastors, by complying with their 
sentences passed upon heretics, and ceasing to communicate 
with them: and thus the practice of the Primitive Church shews 
plainly that they attached Infallibility to its decisions. In one 
of the citations from St. Ignatius, which Mr. Faber found it 
convenient to pass over, the episcopal authority is marked out 
as the means of preserving unity: “ avoid divisions, as the source 
“ of evils. All of you follow the Bishop.” This was the reason- 
ing of the venerable Bishop of Strasbourg on these remarkable 
passages; and he sums up the matter yet more powerfully: “ It 
‘was upon the conformity with the general doctrine of the 
“ Bishops, that St. Ignatius founded, on the one hand, the 
“ particular authority of each Bishop; and on the other, the 
“ entire submission which he required to be paid to them by the 
“‘ people ; and, by a more remote consequence, it appears neces- 
“ sary, according to his principles, that the doctrine of the great 
“ὁ majority of the Bishops must have been infallible, otherwise 
“6 the faithful, by conforming themselves to the Bishops aceord- 
“ ing to the command of God, might have been drawn into error, 
“ without any means of being preserved from it.”* By any 
candid person these will be admitted as legitimate deductions 
from the words of St. Ignatius. But lest our Prebendary of 
Sarum should still complain of the scantiness of these quota- 
_ tions, I will subjoin certain others from the same Father, which 
he must have seen in the work from which he professes to take 
other passages. I allude to the work, entitled “ The Faith of 
“ς Catholics on certain points of Controversy, confirmed by Scrip- 
“ ture, and attested by the Fathers, &c. by Rev. Jos. Berington, 
** and Rev. John Kirk.” : 

“Be not led astray by heterodox opinions and useless 
“ fables, .... labour to be strengthened in the doctrines of the 


* Amicable Discussion, Se. by the Bishop of Strashourg, translated by 
Rev. W. Richmond. Vol.i. p. 111, 112. 
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«ς Lord, and of the Apostles, ...... together with your respec- 
“table bishop, the united college of priests, and the holy 
** deacons.’”* 

“ 1 conjure you to use only Christian food, and to refrain from 
“ὁ foreign weed, which is heresy...... Guard yourselves from 
“ such, which you will do, if you be not puffed up, but remain 
“ inseparably united to Jesus Christ, and your Bishop, and the 
** ordinances of the Apostles.f” 

“ As children of light and truth, avoid the division of unity, 

“and bad doctrines.. But where the shepherd is, do you, like 
“ sheep, follow.{” 
_ The reader will see by this time that Mr. Faber had no cause 
- to complain of the scantiness of the citations from St. Ignatius ; 
but that it was his interest artfully to represent them as scanty, 
by dishonourable suppression. This, I am sorry to say, is but 
one of the numerous contrivances’ which seem essential to 
uphold the system of Faberism. The passages above supplied 
are, if possible, even more powerfully conclusive than the fore- 
going, on the subject of the necessity of union with the bishops, 
submission to the bishops, and the unerring authority of the 
bishops of Christ’s Catholic Church. 

“The next set of passages,’ says Mr. Faber, “ will be found 
“ in the treatise of Irenéus, who wrote in the latter half of the 
* second century.” 

“ Wherefore Christians ought to obey the Presbyters in the 
“ Church, those who have their succession from the Apostles, as 
“ we have shewn; who, with the succession of the episcopate, 
** have received, according to the good pleasure of the Father, 
“ the sure grace of truth.”’|| , 

“ Where the free gifts of the Lord are placed, there we ought 
“ὁ to learn the truth from those, with whom is the succession of 
“ the Church from the Apostles, and among whom prevails what 
‘is sound and irreproachable in conversation, and unadulterated 


* Ep. ad Magnes. § viii. et xiii. + Ep. ad Trallianos, § vi. vii. viii. 
1 Ep. ad Philadelph. § ii. See Fuith of Catholics on certain points of 
Controversy, 1st Edition, p. 33—2nd Edition, p. 30. 
|| 5. Tren, adv. Heres. Lib. iv. nen xiii, 
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“and incorruptible in discourse.* For these both guard our 
ἐς faith in the one God, who made all things ; and increase our 
“love toward the Son of God, who made such dispositions on 
“our account; and explain to us the Scriptures without 
“ danger.t” ΝΥ 

Is it not manifest that in the above passages, St. Irenzeus 
enforces obedience to the pastors of the Church, as having not 
only lawfully succeeded to the apostles, but also possessing the 
sure grace of truth, and soundness .of discourse ? Is it not 
plain that he grounds the necessity and reasonableness of learning 
the truth from ths pastors of the Church, upon the fact of their 
guarding our faith, and explaining the Scriptures without 
danger ; evidently meaning without danger of explaining them 
wrong? ‘The reader will wonder how any rational being could 
refuse the splendid evidence here presented, of implicit reliance 
on the authority of the Church, as sure and infallible. Yet how 
does Mr. Faber evade the force of these quotations ? By shuf- 
fling them off in company with those to be next mentioned from 
Tertullian and St. Clement, as turning altogether upon the 
argument of prescription, which, he says, is in this case power- 
less, because the fact upon which it rests is unsubstantiated ! 
Perhaps there never was this author’s equal in the disgraceful 
art of evasive shuffling. Never is he found to meet a strong 
argument, and honourably to controvert it: he has constant 
recourse to some pitiful subterfuge. But let us record the sub- ᾿ 


* Mr. Faber translates thus: among whom prevails soundness and irre- 
prehensibleness of discourse, and gives the text : ‘* Et id quod est sanum et 
**irreprobabile sermonis constat.” ‘The text in Grabe runs thus: ‘‘ Et id 
** quod est sanum et irreprobabile conversationis, et inadulteratum et incor- 
“‘ ruptibile sermonis constat.” The difference is of little consequence ; but 
I have adhered to the text as I found it: Grabe adopts the additional 
words from Feuardent and Vossius. 


+ Adv. Heres. . Lib. iv. cap. xlv. Mr. Faber complains that Dr. Trevern 
has thought it expedient to render the Latin sine periculo, by the words, 
without danger of ERRORS, and asks, where did Dr. Trevern find his errors ? 
For my own part I always admire and adhere to a strict literal translation : 
but as Mr. Faber so very often takes similar liberties himself, he can have © 
no right to complain of the Bishop; especially as in this case, the Holy 
Father’s meaning was so evidently that of Dr. T.’s translation. How came 
Mr. Faber in the very same passage to translate unum Deum, by the true 
God ? Or what right has he at p. 27, to put never errs in all its branches, 
for nunguam tota errat.- He certainly is not entitled to cast the first stone. 
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sequent passages from Tertullian and St. Clement: and then 
examine the validity of his evasive objection. 

We are presented by the author with these two passages from 
Tertullian, which he has found cited in the “ Faith of Catholics 
on certain points of Controversy,” and.in the “ Discussion’ of 
the Bishop of Strasbourg. 

“ It is unlawful for us to indulge in any thing according to 
“ our own humour: nor may we choose what, from his own 
“ mere whim, any person may have introduced. We have for 
“ our authors the Apostles of the Lord, who not even themselves 
© selected what they might introduce according to their own 
“humour, but faithfully delivered to the nations the discipline 
“ which they had received from Christ.”* 

“ Let. us grant that all the Churches have erred...... Shall 
“ we say, then, that the Holy Spirit has looked upon no one of 
“them to lead it into truth, though sent for this very purpose 
“from Christ, though besought for this very purpose of the 
“ Father, that he might be the teacher of truth? Shall we say 
“ that the agent of God, the vicar of Christ, has neglected his 
““ office, suffering the Churches to understand and believe diffe- 
“ rently, than he himself preached through the Apostles ?”’+ 

The following is all that Mr. Faber gives from St. Clement of 
Alexandria : 

* Those who will, may discover the truth....... For they 
“ may learn demonstratively through the Scriptures themselves, 
“ how heresies have fallen away, and how, in truth alone, and in 
“the primeval Church, there is the most accurate knowledge 
* and the truly best selection.” ἢ 


Mr. Faber complains that the passages which we adduce from 
the Fathers of the first three centuries are scanty in number, 
and defective in efficiency. He has given two short quotations 
from Tertullian, as if he had seen no more in the very works 
from which he professes to produce them. The fact is, and he 
well knew it, that the Faith of Catholics on certain poinis of 


* Tertull. De Prescriptione Hereticorum, § vi. 
+ Ibid, § xxviii. 
+ S. Clement. Alexandriz. Stromatum, Lib. vii. § xv. 
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Controversy cites three full octavo pages from Tertullian, of 
which Mr. Faber gives barely eight lines, with ten from the 
Discussion Amicale, and then he talks deceitfully of the passages 
being scanty. He well knew, moreover, that the whole of Ter- 
tullian’s Book of Prescriptions, against the heretics of his time, 
can be urged with irresistible force against every system of error 
and innovation of the present day; as the Brothers Walenburch 
have shewn in their masterly treatise—De Prescriptionibus 
Catholicis, where they examine in detail each one of Tertullian’s 
arguments, and prove its efficacy against Protestantism. 


But even the scanty extracts which the Rector of Long - 


Newton, ventures to give, are sufficient to put an end to all his 
pretensions. The first occurs where Tertullian is explaining the 
meaning of heresy, which he says has its name from choosing 
for one-self. He cites St. Paul to the Galatians against com- 
municating with heretics ; and then insists on the great Catholic 
principle of not being allowed to choose for ourselves, but fol- 
lowing what the Apostles, the founders of our religion, faithfully 
delivered, as they had received it from Christ—a plain argument 
for the infallible teaching of the Church, and the necessity of 
receiving our faith from those regularly succeeding the Apostles. 
The second passage still more pointedly shews the Infallibility, 
by exposing how absurd and blasphemous it would be to suppose 
that the Holy Spirit would, after all his promises of support, 
abandon his Church to error. It is amusing to see how the 
Rector argues upon this passage. He puts a bold face on the 
matter, and claims Tertullian as setting forth precisely the Pro- 
testant view of the question ; by which the reader must please 
to understand the view taken by the author’s own system of 
Faberism ; to wit, that however extensively error might prevail 
in the trunk or root of the ecclesiastical tree, yet the truth would 
be always preserved in this branch or that branch. I need not 
say that Tertullian never dreamed of any such absurdity. 
Witness his whole Book of Prescriptions from beginning to end, 
which perpetually argues the necessity of communion with the 
Apostolic Churches, and denies to all those who cannot shew 


their connexion with those churches, founded either by the. 


ΣΝ Be) le ιν a eh elie kd di εκ τ oe ἂ Tee he ΠΟ ἢ 
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Apostles or by apostolic men, the right even to possess the 
Scriptures, to say nothing of interpreting them correctly. If 
Tertullian were suddenly to start up now in the venerable 
Cathedral of Salisbury, to catéechize our new Prebendary, he 
would thus summarily settle his claims from his Book of 
Prescriptions: “If Sir, you dare to arrogate to yourself the 
* name of Apostolic, produce the origin of your Church : shew 
“ that its bishops have regularly come down from an Apostle, or 
“ an apostolic man. Shew that you are now united in faith and 
“ communion with the Apostolic Churches.” Mr. Faber would 


mutter something about the truth remaining in this branch or 


that branch, and would venture to express a hope that the 

_ Anglican branch, or the little top twig of Faberism might happily 
have preserved the truth, even though all the other branches, — 
trunk, root, and all, should have been blighted by heresy. But 
then I can imagine the venerable St. Cyprian, Bishop of 
Carthage, majestically rising by the side of the African priest, 
and thus demolishing the Prebendary’s sophistry. “The epis- 
* copacy....is one. The Church is one, as there is but one 
* light, although the sun has an infinity of rays. And as the 
“ innumerable branches of a great oak, united with the trunk 
“ and roots form but one tree, so the Church has but one chief, 
“ and one principle. Wo then to those who separate themselves 
“ from this unity, without which there can be nothing solid and 
“immutable in the Church. In separating themselves, they 
* detach themselves from the principle of life, as the branches 
“which have been cut off from the trunk whence they derive 
“ nutriment, fail not soon to languish, and to lose all the lustre of 
* of their freshness and verdure.’* 

The Prebendary would attempt to shuffle out, as he does here, 
by contending that all these passages from St. Ireneus, Tertul- 
lian, and St. Clement, turn upon the argument from prescription, 
which is powerless in the present case, because the fact of the 
apostolicity of our doctrines cannot be historically demonstrated. 
If however, as Mr. Faber allows, the argument from prescription 


was good in the hands of Tertullian and the Fathers of the first 
* S$. Cyp. de Unitute Ecclesie. 
D 
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three centuries, because the facts upon which it rested could not 
be disproved by the heretics of those days, the argument is 
equally good in the use of the Catholic Church now, because she 
possesses equally in these days the means of proving the apos- 
tolicity of each one of her doctrines in defiance of all the efforts 
of modern heretics to disprove the facts upon which she rests 
her claim to prescription. Apostolic tradition of doctrine was 
as secure in the fourth century as in the three preceding. For 
the pastors who transmitted it, agreed in protesting that they had 
no power to alter any part of it; indeed they could not have 
altered it, because the faithful would instantly have risen up 
against the novelty. The doctrines handed down were of a public 
nature in which all were interested, and which all could easily 
have verified. Such traditions lose nothing in the lapse of ages ; 
for in each century the sole enquiry need be, What was taught 
by the Church in the age immediately preceding? What right 
has any one to assume that in the fourth century the faithful 
were less attached to apostolic doctrine than were those of the 
third or second centuries? Tertullian remarks that all the more 
recent churches were apostolical, like those first founded, because 
they held as firmly the doctrine of the Apostles, and were united 
in communion with the apostolic Churches. Now the Roman 
Church, founded by the glorious apostles SS. Peter and Paul, 
has never ceased to exist and to teach; and therefore the con- 
dition of a true church must now be, union in communion and 
doctrine with the Roman Apostolic Church. 

Lest Mr. Faber should again complain of the scantiness of our 
citations from these early Fathers, I shall here favour him with a 
few more passages from St. Irenzus and Tertullian, on the 
authority and the infallible teaching of the Church. 

‘¢ The preaching of the Church is true and firm, with whom is 
“ shewn one and the same way of salvation in the whole world. 
“ For to this (Church) is entrusted the light of God, and on this 
“ account the ‘wisdom’ of God, by which he saves all men, 
«ἐς nreacheth abroad, she uttereth her voice in the streets: at the 
“ ¢ head of multitudes she crieth out, in the entrance of the gates 
“<< of the city she uttereth her words.’ (Prov. i. 20, 21). For 
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“ every where the Church preacheth truth: and this is the 
“ candlestick with seven branches, carrying the light of Christ.”* 
“ We must therefore fly from the opinions of those, (heretics) 
“ and carefully observe that we be not annoyed by them: but 
“ we must fly to the Church, and be brought up in her bosom, 
“and nourished with the Sctiptures of the Lord. For the 
“ Church is planted like a paradise in this world. ‘Of every tree 
“<of paradise thou shalt eat, says the Spirit of God; that is, 
ἐς eat of all the Scriptures of the Lord: but eat not of an arro- 
“ ant interpretation, and touch not any heretical dissention.”t 

“ Whoever believes one God, ........ to him every doctrine 
will afterwards be manifest, if he shall diligently read the 
“ Scriptures with those who are priests in the Church, with 
“ς whom is the doctrine of the Apostles, as we have shewn.t” 

I have already remarked that Mr. Faber has given only 
eighteen lines from Tertullian on this subject, whereas one of 
the books from which he cited them, contained additional testi- 
‘monies from that father, covering nearly three full-sized octavo 
pages. And since he had the assurance, withal, to find fault 
with the scantiness of the evidence from Tertullian, I shall pro- 
ceed to supply what he has so dishonourably omitted. 

“ Learn who possesses the faith; (of Christ) the order of 
“things required that to be first proposed, which is the 
“ only matter now to be discussed: who possesses the faith ; to 
“ whom belong the Scriptures; from whom, by whom, and 


* Ecclesie quidem predicatio vera et firma, apud quam una et eadem 
salutis via in universo mundo ostenditur. Huic enim creditum est lumen 
Dei, et propter hoc sapientia Dei, per quem salvat omnes homines, in evxitu 
canitur, in plateis autem fiducialiter agit in summis muris predicatur, in portis 
autem civitatis constanter loquitur. Ubique enim Ecclesia preedicat veritatem : 
et heec est é7] a μυκος lucerna, Christi bajulans lucem. S. Iren. lib. v. Adv. 
Hereses, cap. xx. 

+ Fugere igitur oportet sententias ipsorum, et intentius observare, uti ne 
vexemur ab ipsis: confugere autem ad Ecclesiam, et in ejus sinu educari, et 
dominicis Scripturis enutriri. Plantata est enim Ecclesia Paradisus in hoc 
mundo. 4d omni ergo ligno Paradisi escas manducabitis, ait Spiritus Dei, id 
est, ab omni Scriptura dominica manducate : super eclato autem sensu ne 
manducaveritis, neque tetigeritis universam hereticam dissentionem.—Jbid. 

{ Si autem credat quis unum Deum,.......... Post deinde et omnis 
sermo ei constabit, si et Scripturam diligenter legerit, apud eos qui in 
Ecclesia sunt presbyteri, apud quos est Apostolica doctrina, quemadmodum 
demonstravimus.—S. Iren. lib. iv. Adv. Hereses, cap. lii. 


5» 
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“ when that discipline was delivered by which they are made 
“ Christians : for where shall be found the truth of Christian 
“ faith and discipline, there will be the truth of the Scriptures, 
“and of their exposition, and of all Christian traditions.”* — 

“ The Apostles .... having first borne testimony to the faith 
‘in Jesus Christ, and established Churches throughout Judea ; 
““ going forth thence into the world, promulgated the same doc- 
“trine of the same faith to the nations, and then founded 
“ Churches in every city, from which other Churches thence- 
“‘ forth derived the graffs of faith, and the seeds of doctrine, and 
“ they daily borrow them that they may be Churches ; and thus 
“ they are deemed apostolical, as being the offspring of the 
“* apostolic Churches.f” 

“ But what the Apostles preached, that is, what Christ 
“‘ revealed to them, can only be proved by recurring to those 
** Churches which the Apostles themselves founded, preaching 
“to them as well by their living voices, as afterwards by their 
“‘ epistles. This being the case, it is plain that every doctrine is 
“to be considered true, which agrees with those apostolic 
“ Churches, the mothers and original depositaries of the faith ; 
“ holding without doubt what the Churches received from the 
“ Apostles, the Apostles from Christ, Christ from God: but 
“5 that every doctrine is at once to be prejudged false, which is 
“¢ opposed to the truth of the Churches, and of the Apostles, and 
“ of Christ, and of God. It remains then for us to demonstrate 
“whether this our doctrine, the rule of which has been shewn 
“ above, is to be considered of apostolical tradition, and whether, 
*f on the same principle, all others proceed from falsehood. We 


* Ordo rerum desiderabat illud prius proponi, quod nunc solum dispu- 
tandum est : Quibus competat fides ista; cujus sunt Scripture ; A quo, et 
per quos, et quando, et quibus sit tradita disciplina qua fiunt Christiani : 
ubi enim apparuerit esse veritatem et discipline et fidei Christiane, illic erit 
veritas Scripturarum, et expositionum, et omnium traditionum Christiana- 
rum.—TERTULLIAN. De Prescriptione Hereticorum, § xix. 

+ Apostoli...... primo per Judeam contestata fide in Jesum Christum, 
et Ecclesiis institutis ; dehinc in orbem profecti, eamdem doctrinam ejus- 
dem fidei Nationibus promulgaverunt, et proinde Ecclesias apud unam- 
quamque civitatem condiderunt, a quibus traducem fidei et semina doctrine, 
ceeteree exinde Ecclesiz mutuate sunt et quotidie mutuantur ut Ecclesize 
fiant ; ac per hoc et Apostolice deputantur, ut sobeles Apostolicarum 
Ecclesiarum.—Ibid, § xx. ' 
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“ communicate with the apostolical Churches, for our doctrine 
“ differs from none of them : this is the testimony of truth.’”* 
“Tf any (heresies) dare to lay claim to the age of the Apostles, 
“ that they may appear to have been delivered down from the 
“ Apostles because they existed in the time of the Apostles, we 
“ may say: Let them then produce the origins of their Churches ; 
“let them unfold the order of their bishops, so successively 
“ flowing from the beginning, that the first of their bishops shall 
_% have had for his author and predecessor one of the Apostles, or 
* apostolic men who persevered in communion with the Apostles. 
“ For in this manner the apostolic Churches deduce their order 
“of succession: as the Church of the Smyrneans refers to 
“ Polycarp, appointed by John; as that of the Romans points to 
“ Clement, ordained by Peter: and the rest in like manner shew 
“ those whom they possess as graffs from the apostolic seed, 
“ having been appointed to the episcopacy by the Apostles. Let 
* the heretics forge any thing like this. For what will they think 
“ unlawful after blasphemy? But if they were to forge such a 
“ thing, they would derive no advantage from it. For their doc- 
* trine, compared with that of the Apostles, will attest by its 
* diversity and contradiction, that it proceeded from no Apostle 
_ nor apostolic man: for as the Apostles would not have taught 
“ὁ opposite doctrines, so neither would apostolic men have pro- 
“ claimed doctrines contrary to those of the Apostles ; unless 
“we are prepared to assert that those who were taught by the 
“ Apostles, would preach another doctrine than what they had 
“learned. To this method of proof will those Churches recur, 
“ which, though they produce no Apostle nor apostolic man for 


* Quid autem predicaverint, id est, quid illis Christus revelaverit, et hic 
‘prescribam non aliter probari debere, nisi per easdem Ecclesias quas ipsi 
Apostoli condiderunt, ipsi eis predicando, tam viva, quod aiunt, voce, quam 
per epistolas postea. Si hec ita sunt, constat proinde omnem doctrinam 
quee cum illis Keclesiis apostolicis matricibus et originalibus fidei conspiret, 
veritati deputandum ; sine dubio tenentem quod Ecclesize ab Apostolis, 
Apostoli a Christo, Christus a Deo accepit: omnem vero doctrinam de 
mendacio prejudicandam, que sapiat contra veritatem Ecclesiarum, et 
Apostolorum, et Christi, et Dei. Superest ergo uti demonstremus, an hec 
nostra doctrina, cujus regulam supra edidimus, de Apostolorum traditione, 
censeatur, et ex hoc ipso, an ceteree de mendacio veniant. Communicamus 
cum Ecclesiis apostolicis, quod nulli doctrina diversa : hoc est testimonium 
veritatis —-TERTULL. De Prescript. Hereticorum, § xxi. 
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“ their author, as having been founded much later, such in fine 
“ as are daily established, but all agreeing in the same faith, are 
* considered no less apostolical, on account of their consan- 
“ guinity of doctrine. In this manner let all heresies, when 
“ challenged to the proof on either ground by our Churches, 
“prove themselves apostolical, if they think they can. But 
“ they are not so, and they cannot prove themselves to be what 
“they are not; neither are they received to peace and com- 
“‘ munion by those Churches, which are in any way apostolical : 
“that is, they (the heretics) are in no way apostolical, on 
“ account of the opposition of:their religious belief.’’* 

Will Mr. Faber talk now of the scantiness of our citations, as 
if he had not had the above under his eyes in the very work 
where he found his eighteen lines quoted? Or will he attempt to 
ward off the force of the latter part of the above passage, which 
seems written so pointedly for his own Church, that its applica- 
tion can neither be mistaken nor evaded ? Let me then remind 


him of one more splendid passage, which he has chosen not to 
notice. | 


“We may justly say to them: (heretics) Who are you? 


* Si que audent interserere se xtati apostolic, ut ideo videantur ab 
Apostolis traditz quia sub Apostolis fuerunt, apossumus dicere: Edant ergo 
origines Ecclesiarum suarum: evolvant ordinem episcoporum suorum, ita 
per successiones ab initio decurrentem, ut primus ille episcopus aliquem ex 
Apostolis vel apostolicis viris, qui tamen cum Apostolis perseveraverit, 
habuerit auctorem et antecessorem. Hoc enim modo Ecclesie apostolice 
census suos deferunt, sicut Smyrnzeorum Ecclesia Polycarpum ab Joanne 
collocatum refert; sicut Romanorum, Clementem a Petro ordinatum itidem : 
perinde utique et cztere exhibent quos ab Apostolis in episcopatum con- 
stitutos apostolici seminis traduces habeant. Confingant tale aliquid 
heretici. Quid enim illis post blasphemiam illicitum est? Sed etsi con- 
finxerint, nihil promovebunt. Ipsa enim doctrina eorum cum apostolica 
comparata, ex diversitate et contrarietate sua pronuntiabit, neque Apostoli 
alicujus auctoris esse, neque apostolici: quia sicut Apostoli non diversa 
inter se docuissent, ita et apostolici non contraria Apostolis edidissent ; nisi 
illi qui ab Apostolis didicerunt, aliter pradicaverunt. Ad hanc itaque 
formam probabuntur ab illis Ecclesiis que, licet nullum ex Apostolis vel 
apostolicis auctorem suum proferant, ut multo posteriores, que denique 
quotidie instituuntur, tamen in eadem fide conspirantes, non minus apos- 
tolicee deputantur, pro consanguinitate doctrine. Ita omnes hereses ad 
utramque formam nostris Ecclesiis provocatz, probent se quaqua putant 
apostolicas. Sed adeo nec sunt, nec probare posta quod non sunt ; nec 
recipiuntur in pacem et communicationem ab Ecclesiis quoquo modo apos- 
tolicis : scilicet, ob diversitatem sacramenti, nullo modo apostolice.—TrERrT. 
De Prescript. Haret. § xxxii. 
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- © When and whence came you? What do you do in my pos- 


‘ 


ἐς sessions, since you are none of mine? By what right, Marcion, 
“ do you cut down my timber? By whose leave, Valentinus, 
“ do you turn the course of my streams? Who has given you, 
“ Apelles, power to remove my land-marks? The possession 
“is mine ; how come all of you here to sow, and feed at your 
“ pleasure? The possession is mine ; I possessed of old; I 
“ possessed first ; I have a sound title from the very first owners 
“ of the property ; I am the heir of the Apostles ; I hold in 


“virtue of their testament, as they entrusted and adjudged : 


“you they certainly always disinherited and renounced, as 


_“ strangers, as enemies. But on what account are heretics 
© strangers and enemies to the Apostles, but because of the 


“ difference of their doctrine, which each one has either put 
“ὁ forth or received in opposition to the Apostles.’’* 

It will now, I think, be manifest why Mr. Faber ventured 
upon no more than eighteen lines of Tertullian. The two 
immortal Prescriptions of that great man were too pointed 
against modern errors, for Mr. Faber to contend against their 
forcible application. Produce the origin of your Church, Ter- 
tullian would say ; shew me that it reaches to some Apostle or 
apostolic man: and the Rector of Long Newton would get no 
higher than one Matthew Parker, appointed by the supreme 
authority and high dispensing power of the Apostolic woman, 


Queen Elizabeth! If then you are a Church of later founda- 


tion, Tertullian would resume, shew that you agree in the same 
“faith” with those Churches which are already apostolical ; the 
Church of the Romans, for instance, who produce their apostolic 


* Ad quos merito dicendum est: Qui estis? Quando et unde venistis ? 
Quid in meo agitis, non mei? Quo denique, Marcion, jure sylvam meam 
cedis? Qua licentia, Valentine, fontes meos transvertis ? Qua potestate, 
Apelles, limites meos commoves? Mea est possessio ; quid hic ceteri ad 
voluntatem vestram seminatis et pascitis? Mea est possessio, olim possidev, 
prior possideo, habeo origines firmas, ab ipsis auctoribus quorum fuit res : 
ego sum heres Apostolorum : sicut caverunt testamento suo, sicut fidei 
commiserunt, sicut adjuraverunt, ita teneo: vos certe exheredaverunt 
semper et abdicaverunt, ut extraneos, ut inimicos. Unde autem extranei et 
inimici Apostolis heretici, nisi ex diversitate doctrine, quam unusquisque 
de suo arbitrio, adversus Apostolos aut protulit, aut recepit ?—TERTULL. 
De Prescript. Hereticorum, § xxxvii. 
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Bishop Clement, ordained by Peter; prove your “ consanguinity 
of doctrine ;” shew that you are “received to peace and com- 
“munion by those Churches which are apostolical.”” The Rector 
would cut a poor figure with his separated and tottering Church, 
and Tertullian would leave him with an abrupt judgment : you 
are “in no way apostolical, on account of the opposition of your 
religious belief.” 

When Mr. Faber cited five or six lines from St. Clement of 
Alexandria, the reader probably supposed that they were all that 
our writers could produce from that authority. But I may just 
mention that the Faith of Catholics on certain points of Con- 
troversy, had presented Mr. Faber with three times as much as 
he has chosen to transcribe, and that it would be easy for 
me to remedy any alleged scantiness in the evidence, by 
much more copious quotations. It may be sufficient at present 
to refer the reader more particularly to the 6th and 7th Books of 
the Stromata of this early father. 

I pass on, therefore, to his citations from St. Cyprian, Bishop 
of Carthage, in the middle of the third century. He gives the 
following passages as having been quoted by Dr. Trevern: 

“We ought firmly to hold and vindicate unity, more especially 
** we bishops who preside in the Church, that we may prove also 
“ the episcopate itself to be one and undivided.”* 

“ God is one, and Christ is one, and his Church is one, and 
“the faith is one, and the people one, joined in solid unity of 
“ their body by the glue of concord.” 

“ There is one episcopate diffused by the concordant multi- 
“ tude of many bishops.” t 

The Bishop of Strasbourg is accused by Mr. Faber of a gross 
mistranslation, of running the first and second passages into one, 
in a very slovenly manner, and with a direct inversion of their 
collocation. His Lordship’s translation is certainly somewhat 
paraphrastical, but I can discover nothing like “ gross mistrans- 
lation.” He has also carelessly inverted and combined -the two 


* §. Cyvprranus de Unitate Ecclesie, § 4, p. 297.—Edit. Pamelii, 1593. 
+ Ibid—p. 303—Edit. supra citat. 
{ Ibid. Epistola lii—Ad Antonianum, p. 119. 
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passages in a manner to be regretted. However, Mr. Faber 
ought to have discovered without difficulty the two passages, nor 
need he have complained of the Bishop’s giving no further 
reference than to St. Cyprian’s book, On the Unity of the Church. 
Mr. Faber knows that the said book is very short, containing 
not more than eight folio pages; in which I found both passages 
im less than one minute. Moreover, the book having in some 
editions no subdivisions, it was impossible to give any reference 
except to pages, which must vary according to the copy used by 
‘the writer. I have given the pages of my own copy. When 
Mr. Faber thus severely censures the Bishop, can he have for- 
gotten his own ingenious trick of ‘‘ masquerading into one” four 
distinct passages from St. Clement of Alexandria on the Holy 
_ Eucharist, and connecting them by such particles as for and 
_ then, that they might appear as one paragraph? A writer 
‘capable of thus intertwining many passages into one for an 
obvious purpose, should not be the foremost to charge another 
with inverting and connecting two passages, without any possible 
gain to his cause.* 
ΠῚ I may ask if Mr. Faber, when looking about with some per- 
plexity for Dr. Trevern’s two citations in St. Cyprian’s book on 
| «the Unity of the Church, did not meet with many other striking 
_ passages to the point, or whether he ought not to have attended 
to certain others which he saw quoted in the Faith of Catholics 
on certain points of Controversy, from the same _ illustrious 
‘Father. That there may be no complaint of scantiness, let me 
_ supply further evidence from St. Cyprian. 
. “He that does not hold this unity of the Church, does he 
_ “believe that he holds the faith ? He that opposes and with- 
ἐς stands the Church—he that deserts the chair of Peter, upon 
τος whom the Church was founded, does he trust that he is in the | 
τα Churech.”} . 
e) 


τος * See a full Fe sh of this memorable artifice of the candid Mr. Faber, 

in my Reply to his Supplement, p. 68, and Difficulties of Fuberism, p. 17. 

__.t Hane KEcclesiz unitatem qui non tenet, tenere se filem credit? Qui 

. Ecclesiz renititur et resistit, qui cathedram Petri, super quem fundata est 

»  Keclesia, deserit, in Ecclesia se esse confidit ?—S. Cyprian. Lid. De Unitat. 
-Leclesia—Kdit. Joan. Le Preux, page 297. 


E 
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“The Spouse of Christ cannot be an adulteress; she is 
* incorrupt and chaste...... Whoever, being separated: from 
“ the Church, is united to an adulteress, is cut off from the pro- 
“mises of the Church. Nor shall he arrive at the rewards of 
“‘ Christ, who forsakes the Church of Christ. He is an alien ; 
“he is profane; he is an enemy. He can no longer have God 
“ for his father, who has not the Church for his mother. If any 
“ one could have escaped who was out of the ark of Noe, he also 
** may escape who is out of the Church.’””* 

“ How can two or three be gathered together in the name of 
“ Christ, who are evidently separated from Christ and_ his 
“ gospel? For we did not separate from them, but they have 
“ departed from us. And when heresies and schisms afterwards 
“‘ arose, in establishing different conventicles for themselves, they 
“‘ have forsaken the head and origin of truth.” 

“They make bold to carry letters from schismatics and 
“ profane men, to the chair of Peter and the principal Church, 
“ from which sacerdotal unity originated, nor do they consider 
“ that those are the Romans (whose faith was extolled by the 
“‘ preaching of the Apostle), to whom perfidy can have no 
s* access.” 

What will the Rector of Long Newton oppose to these 
powerful testimonies? What has he urged against the few 
which he has ventured to transcribe? “ The passages from 
“‘ Cyprian,” he says, “are totally silent on the topic of infalli- 
“ bility. They merely propound, what in the abstract few will 


Ibid—p. 297. 

+ Geaseacie ossunt duo aut tres in nomine Christi colligi, quos constat 
a Christo et 3 ejus Evangelio separari? Non enim nos ab illis, sed illia 
nobis recesserunt? Et cum hereses et schismata postmodum nata sint : 
dum conventicula sibi diversa constituunt, veritatis caput atque originem 
reliquerunt,—S. Cypr. Ibid—p. 299. pat ae 

+ Audent et ad Petri cathedram atque ad Ecclesiam principalem unde 
unitas sacerdotalis exorta est, a schismaticis et profanis litteras ferre, nec 
cogitare eos esse Romanos (quorum fides, Apostolo predicante laudata est) 
ad quos perfidia habere non possit'accessum.—S. Cypr. Epist. 55, p. 142. 
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“ be disposed to controvert, the evils of schism and the benefits 
“ of unity.” And this is all he could muster; and with this he 
shuffles off to repeat his sophistry on another head, leaving these 
brilliant sentences of the illustrious Bishop of Carthage to shine 
upon his flight, and reveal his confusion. 

Whoever will attend to the passages from St. Cyprian, will 
find that they bear powerfully upon the question before us, the 
authoritative and infallible teaching of the Roman Catholic 
Church. They do not, as Mr. Faber would represent, merely 
propound the benefits of unity, but they strongly teach its 
absolute necessity. St. Cyprian inculcates that the bishops must 
firmly hold unity, and proves the episcopate to be one and 
undivided: that the Church, and the faith, and the people in 
faith must be essentially one, even as God is one, and Christ is 
one. Thus union is not merely an abstract benefit, but a posi- 
tive essential in the Church of Christ; and schism is an evil 
of so great enormity, that as the holy Father teaches in another 
place, even martyrdom cannot save those involved in its guilt. 
Now why is this union so essential in the mind of St. Cyprian, 
but because it is the only security from error? To remain united 
to the Church is the only sure way of remaining in truth. Is 
not this noon-day evidence of the inerrancy of the Church ? 
Can the holy Father’be called silent on the topic of Infallibility, 
when his arguments for unity are so clearly based upon the 
Infallibility? Why should union be so essential, if the truth 
could be found out of the Church? -Why would the Saint 
compare the Church even to the ark of Noe, if it were not 
the only security from error and perdition? The few passages 
cited by Mr. Faber suffice indeed to shew that the Church could 
not err, and that for any particular church to possess the true 
faith, it must be united with the one principal Church; and for 
any bishops to be orthodox, they must be a part of that one 
episcopate, diffused through the concordant numerosity of many 
bishops. 

_ The reader will suspect the true reason why Mr. Faber 
contented himself with three scanty quotations. The passages 


now supplied strike with additional force. St. Cyprian 
Bo 
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demolishes at once all the crazy fabric of Faberism with its 
inerrancy “in this branch, or that branch,” by unequivocally 
declaring that he who does not hold unity, cannot hold the 
faith ; and that he who deserts the chair of St. Peter, must not 
imagine that he is in the Church. He at once settles the ques- 
tion of the Infallibility, by declaring that the Church cannot be 
an unfaithful adulteress, but remains incorrupt and chaste: by 
assuring all separatists that they cannot be gathered together in 
the name of Christ, and that in their conventicles they have 
forsaken the head and origin of truth. 

Mr. Faber affects not to perceive that all this makes for the 
Roman Catholic Church, or establishes the necessity of being in 
communion with the See of Rome. But to take St. Cyprian’s 
evidence alone, that point is very satisfactorily proved. Does 
he not make communion in faith with the chair of St. Peter so 
essential, as to declare that he that opposes and withstands the 
Roman Church must not trust that he is even in the Church of 
Christ? Does he not call the Roman Church, the principal 
Church, the origin of sacerdotal unity ; and does he not declare 
that to that Church perfidy, that is, false faith, or false doctrine, 
can have no access? And yet with disgusting conceit and 
assurance, our Prebendary of Sarum asks: “ From which of the 
“‘ writers of the three first centuries do we learn, that none, 
** save the spiritual subjects of that prelate, are to be accounted 
“Catholic Christians?” But this is one of the tricks of his — 
system perpetually recurring. Suppress some passages, mis- 
represent others, affect not to see the rest, and then put on a 
bold face, and maintain that “it matters little to ask for what 
“can never be given !” 

Our author’s next shift is to his old ground, from which he 
has been so completely routed before ; but which he occupies — 
again. with the same solemn effrontery. If, he argues, the 
Church of Rome is infallible, such infallibility can be of no 
benefit, since the specific organ, through which that Church 
should propound its decisions, has never been defined? Where . 
is the Infallibility deposited ? Some say in the Pope alone ; 
some in a general Council, others in such a Council when 
approved by the Pope. Ἂ 
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I might ask, if it be so difficult to ascertain the decisions of 
the Catholic Church, for want of knowing the specific organ 
through which they are propounded, how it happens that Mr. 
Faber, as well as our other opponents, came to know so well 
the doctrines which we teach, and which he chooses to call our 
peculiarities. One would not suspect any want of a specific 
organ, when the Catholic creed is so well proclaimed throughout 
the world. But there is not that diversity of opinion about the 
specific organ which the Rector fondly imagines. All Catholics 
agree that a general Council, confirmed by the Pope, has full 
authority to decide on the true sense of Scripture and tradition ; 
and that when such decision has been given, the guilt of heresy 
is incurred by wilful and obstinate opposition. We believe the 
Church to be infallible in matters of faith; and as such a 
decision is clearly the decision of the whole Church, it must be 
received as fixed and unalterable. All Catholics also hold that 
the Pope has the right to pronounce judgment in matters of 
faith ; and that when such judgment is confirmed by the 
acceptance of the bishops dispersed, it has the same authority as 
the former. And this proceeds from the same principle ; for it 
_ is thus clearly the judgment of the whole Church. Our divines 
only dispute whether papal decisions are unalterable before their 
acceptation by the other prelates : but this does not affect the 
question of what are the doctrines of the Church. All agree to 
receive them when the bishops have concurred in them by a 
formal or tacit acceptance. Thus we feel no want of a specific 
organ: the Church may propound her decisions by her Pontiff 
first, or by a Council first ; when both and all are agreed, the 
decision becomes the infallible judgment of the Catholic Church 
of Christ. 
~ When Mr. Faber calls upon us for proof “ from Scripture 
and the early fathers, that an Ecumenical Council, ratified by 
_ “the Pope, is really infallible,” he acts the same puerile part 
which so often degrades him as a controvertist, and lessens his 
claims to honour and candour. The preceding pages have 
firmly proved the authority and the inerrancy of the Catholic 
Church from Scripture, and from the Fathers of the first three 
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centuries. They have yet further shewn that the decision of an 
Kcumenical Council, ratified by the Pope, must of necessity be 
considered as the decision of the Catholic Church. Therefore 
it is already proved that such a mode of deciding is infallible, 
from the testimony of Scripture, and of the Fathers of the first 
three centuries. | 

Mr. Faber will not admit the conclusion, because the furious 
Ultramontanist, Albertus Pighius, in his zeal for upholding to 
the utmost the opinion which attributes infallibility to the papal 
decrees, went much too far on the other side in depressing the 
authority of Councils. Mr. Faber has however no reason to 
infer that Pighius denied “ the infallibility of councils however 
“ς circumstanced.” In his extraordinary work, Assertio Hierar- 
chie Ecclesiastice, that learned writer maintains indeed, though 
upon very false grounds, that general Councils were invented by 
Constantine, and he asserts that they derive all their force and 
authority from the Holy See: but this would not prevent him 
from acknowledging their decrees, when ratified by the Holy 
See, as the infallible decrees of God’s Holy Church ; which 
amounts precisely to the conclusion just established. The 
opinions of Albertus Pighius on the subject of Councils, and on 
the questions of grace and free will, are very censurable; but 
they assuredly make nothing against the conclusion now esta- 
blished on the Infallibility of the Catholic Church. 

Mr. Faber, however, finds another difficulty, into which he is 
led as he says, by this language of Pighius. This difficulty, 
which he involves in ten-fold obscurity by long and tedious 
verbosity, may be thus simply stated: The seat of Infallibility 
has never been revealed ; and without a new revelation from 
heaven, it can never now be determined. Which mighty diff- 
culty is thus swept away with a feather. The Holy Scriptures 
and the Fathers, to which authorities Mr. Faber has uniformly 
appealed, have proved for us that the Catholic Church, in com- 
munion with the See of Rome,. possesses infallible authority in 
matters of faith. This has been shewn in the preceding pages. 
But such evidence of the Infallibility is sufficient, since it affords 
that high moral evidence which suffices to assure us of all 
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religious truth; therefore we want no new revelation from 
heaven. As to the precise seat or organ of this Infallibility, 
there is no practical difficulty on that head, since all Catholics 
agree in receiving those decrees on matters of faith which are 
sanctioned by the whole Church, whether they emanate first 
from the Holy See, or from a Council. Universal consent 
renders them undoubtedly decisions of the Universal or Catholic 
Church, to which Infallibility is promised. 

_ Mr. Faber dresses up another mawkin. To derive any benefit 
from the Infallibility, it would, he contends, be necessary for 
each individual to be himself infallible, lest he should mistake 
the import of the decisions of the Church. Protestants, he says, 
are always taunted with their liability to mistake the sense of 
infallible Scripture, but Catholics forget that they themselves 
must be equally liable to mistake the sense of their infallible 
Church. Absurdity could go no further; Mr. Faber has madly 
followed it to his utter confusion. 

Does he gravely mean to assert that men have no means of 
arriving at moral certainty upon earth? Does he mean to say 
that we are left without the power of attaining that infallible 
conviction which results from moral certainty, excluding all 
reasonable doubt? If so, what becomes of his own confident 
assertion, that the Church would be preserved from funda- 
‘mental error “in this branch or that branch?” Let me ask how 
Mr. Faber could “ derive any benefit from the infallibility of 
“this branch or that branch, unless each individual Christian 
ἐς should himself be rendered incapable of error:’’ and when the 
-adyenturous Rector shall have answered this, 1 may apply his 
answer to the demolition of his own scarecrow. 

But perhaps his aim is to retort upon us the objection which 
we so powerfully urge against the Protestant principle of the 
Scriptures alone being the Rule of Faith. If so, the Rector 
will again be caught in his own snare. For he himself has 
so far abandoned that principle, as to receive the Holy Scrip- 
tures as his rule of faith only as interpreted by the primi- 
tive Fathers: “ We Anglicans .......... receive as our 
“exclusive rule of faith, Holy Scripture as understood by 
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“ primitive antiquity.” p. 80. 1 ask then if he himself is 
infallible in understanding the meaning of those holy Fathers; 
for if he be not thus infallible, what benefit can he derive 
from their interpretation, since “a confessedly fallible reader 
“may entirely misunderstand their expositions?” If how- 
ever Mr. Faber confined himself to the generally received 
rule of faith among Protestants, Scripture alone, our objection 
to that principle, arising from its uncertainty and insecurity, 
cannot be justly retorted upon us, when we contend for the 
safety of the Catholic principle of the authoritative teaching and 
interpretation of the Church. Mr. Faber will have it, that let 
the decisions of the Church be ever so correct, “still no person 
“can be infallibly sure that he annexes to them their true 
“Ξ meaning, unless he himself be also infallible.” This I deny. 
For it must be remembered, that these are the decisions of a 
living, speaking authority, to which the faithful can always 
appeal; they are the decisions of bishops who strenuously 
expound and proclaim these decisions to their respective flocks ; 
that the misunderstanding of any individuals would be at once 
corrected by the unanimous acceptation of the multitude of 
believers; and that these bishops while living, would so carefully 
hand down the deposit of faith to their successors, that in all 
succeeding ages there would be a like living, speaking authority 
to clear up all doubts, and preserve the faithful from any 
erroneous interpretation of the decisions of the Catholic Church. 
It is well known to be the fact, that Catholics every where do 
understand, and always have understood the decisions of their 
Church. Mr. Faber makes a very puerile attempt to support 
his sorry theory, by supposing two Catholics stoutly disputing 
‘upon what precise degree of honour might lawfully be paid to 
holy images, after the infallible decision of the Council of Trent 
that pur honour and veneration is to be given to them. To 
which I reply, that any two Catholics would agree in under- 
‘standing and believing that the holy Council meant nothing 
‘approaching to the supreme honour due to God alone ; since the 
very same decree plainly. says—what Mr. Faber as usual took 
care not to quote—* not that we believe any divinity or power’ 
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“to reside in them, for which they are to be worshipped : εἰ bas 
** but because the honour exhibited to them is referred to the 
“ prototypes whom they represent: so that by the images, 
“ which we kiss, and before which we uncover our heads, and 
“bow down, we adore Christ, and venerate the saints whose 
“likeness they bear.”* Every Catholic, then, knows and 
believes that the honour due to holy images is not divine 
honour: and if Catholics choose to dispute on the nature of the 
respect which is to be paid to holy images, or the degree of 
it—always consenting however, as they do, that it must not 
approach to the honour due to God—they may safely do ‘so 
without injury to Catholic Faith, and without incurring the 
reproach of not understanding the decision of the Church. If 
certain writers in our Communion have unduly exaggerated on 
this subject, as the Rector is so eager to record, it only follows 
that a few men, in the heat of scholastic disputation, have not 
rationally used their faculties, or have been too self-sufficient to 
confine themselves to what the pastors of the Church plainly 
taught. How does this favour Mr. Faber’s wretched attempt ? 
He asks how we can prove those exaggerating gentlemen wrong. 
If they kept within the limits of universally received Catholic 
faith, they might have been proved wrong in opinion, though not 
in faith, by the application of reason and argument but if they 
exceeded the bounds of faith, they would have been speedily 
condemned by the unanimous voice of the Church, by that rule, 
of which Mr. Faber elsewhere professes to be so great an 
admirer : quod ubique, quod semper, quod ab omnibus. 

Very different is the weapon which we wield, when we allege 
the uncertainty and indefiniteness of Scripture, if left to private 
and fallible interpretation. There an individual must rest upon 
his own weak, fallible interpretation of the most difficult and 
‘mysterious of all books. Authority, antiquity, unanimous con- 
sent of others, can weigh nothing with him, who is eternally 
‘Stunned with the cry of “The Bible alone !”—which means in 
Teality, “your solitary judgment and opinion alone !” For the 
Bible is a dead letter, which cannot interpret itself ; the reader 


* Concil. Trid. Sessio xxv. 
F 
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can never be sure that he understands it; he can rely on no one 
to explain it to him, and he is not even sure that the Book itself 
is the inspired word. of God. Were he to ask the learned Pre- 
bendary of Sarum to help him in this last awful uncertainty, I 
am sure that even he would be unable to prove the Bible to be 
the word of God so manifestly, as to leave no rational ground of © 
doubt, while he refused to receive the authoritative decision 
of the Catholic Church of God. Listen to the acute and learned 
Dr. Lingard: “ How can the Scriptures prove their own 
“ inspiration ? It is on their inspiration that all their doctrinal — 
*‘ authority depends. You must shew that they are inspired 
“ before you can deduce a single point of doctrine from their 
“testimony. If, in attempting to demonstrate the inspiration 
* of any book, you pre-suppose its inspiration, you fall into a 
“ netitio principii ; you take for granted what you have under- 
“ taken to prove.’* 

Mr. Faber ushers in another paragraph, to accuse us of 
“ childish inconsecutiveness,” because, “with abundant com- 
* placency, and with mighty parade of triumph,” as he says, we 
object to our adversaries that their faith rests only upon moral 
evidence ; while our own rests upon the sure foundation of © 
absolute infallibility——The “ abundant complacency and mighty 
* parade of triumph,” are the unenvied property of the pompous 
Rector of Long Newton. We are neither so childish as not to — 
know, nor so “ inconsecutive” as not to admit that the founda- 
tion of our faith must be built upon moral evidence. But it is 
moral evidence of the highest kind, which in its practical force 
of conviction, carries with it a certainty to the mind not at all 
inferior to that produced by evidence, intrinsic, or mathematical. 
It affords us a moral certainty, sufficient for the firm foundation 
of our faith. But when by this moral evidence we have dis- . 
covered with certainty that there exists an authority to guide us 
in religion, without any danger of error, we then rest our. belief 
upon the sure foundation of absolute infallibility. And here is 
the grand distinction, which Mr. Faber cannot or will not see, — 
between the foundations of our respective creeds. The Catholic 

* Strictures on Bp. Marsh’s Comparative Vierc. 
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rests his faith on the teaching of an infallible authority, which 
he proves to exist by solid arguments, affording moral certainty 
of conviction ; but a Protestant rests his opinions upon his own 
private fallible interpretation of a book, which he has no means 
after all of proving to be the inspired word of God, but his own 
private fallible opinion that it is so. We acknowledge an autho- 
rity ; the Protestant rejects authority ; we believe what that 
authority proposes to us as divinely revealed ; the Protestant 
believes what he himself, by his own weak, fallible judgment, 
thinks to be of divine revelation. Both set out at first to dis- 
cover truth by the aid of their own wits ; for both must use 
preliminary reasoning to discover a foundation for their faith : 
but the Protestant remains upon his own wits to the end; 
whereas the Catholic having by reasoning alone discovered the 
establishment of an unerring guide, chooses the only secure 
‘method, by surrendering his own weak judgment to the decisions 
of an authority which cannot déceive him. 
To what purpose does the Rector go drivelling on with the 
most contemptible imbecility through another page, ringing his 
fatuous changes upon the necessity of Infallibility for each indi- 
vidual, before he can be “ infallibly certain that he understands 
the infallible explanation,” and a loathsome farrago of similar 
puerilities ? That the objection plainly stated, carries no real 
weight, has been already sufficiently proved ; I shall not, there- 
fore, follow the Rector in his nauseating tautology. But as he 
insinuates in passing, that there have been dissentions among 
Catholics, as well as the “ eloquently stigmatized variations of 
“the Reformed Churches,” I shall just observe that the varia- 
‘tions of the latter have been in matters of divine revelation and 
of faith, necessary to be believed ; but that the dissentions of 
Catholic doctors have been only on questions, where opposite 
Opinions could be no prejudice to unity of faith, and on which 
the Church always carefully abstained from pronouncing any 
decision, because she possessed no distinct divine revelation. 
For any doctrine to’ be an article of Catholic Faith, it must have 
been revealed by Almighty God, and proposed by his Church to 
our belief. Wherever the Church has not spoken, various 
re 2 
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opinions may be held; but none of these can be considered as a 
part of Catholic Faith. 

It is the invariable concomitant of error to be divided 
against itself. St. Ireneus detected it in the heretics of his 
early age: “ When they shall have agreed among themselves as 
“‘ to the things proclaimed in the Scriptures, then it will be time 
“ for us to confute them.”* And again, as if anticipating Mr. 
Faber’s pleasant idea of truth perching about in “ this branch 
“ or that branch” of the tree of Christ’s Church, the same holy ἢ 
Father upon the words of St. Paul: “ We speak wisdom among 
“ the perfect : yet not the wisdom of this world :” thus continues : 
** And this wisdom every one of those (heretics) affirms to be 
** the fiction which he has invented of himself, so that the truth, 
‘according to them, may be sometimes in Valentinus, some- 
“times in Marcion, sometimes in Cerinthus: (in this branch or 
“ that branch) and afterwards in Basilides, or even in his oppo- 
pent. COLT τς, But when again we appeal to that tradition, 
“‘ which is from the Apostles, and is preserved in the churches 
“by the succession of presbyters, they are opposed to tra- 
“ dition.”’+ 

The illustrious Fenelon has given the death-blow to this part 
of Faber’s system, in his convincing comment on the duty of 
hearing the Church. “ Remark here, that he saith not, if any 
“one hear not the Church of his country, or that to which 
“among different churches he is attached by his birth or by his 
“inclination; he does not suppose many churches, between 
“which each one might choose according to his liking; he 
“supposes but one, which was to be his spouse for ever. 
“Schism, which establishes many churches in spite of Jesus 
“ Christ, who desires that there should be but one, is therefore 


* Cum igitur inter eos convenerit de iis que in Scripturis sunt preedicta, 
tunc et a nobis confutabuntur.—_S. Iren. lib iv. Adv. Heres. cap. lxix. 

+ Et hance sapientiam unusquisque eorum esse dicit, quam a semetipso 
adinvenit, fictionem videlicet, ut digne secundum eos sit veritas, aliquando 
quidem in Valentino, aliquando autem in Marcione, aliquando in Cerintho, 
postea deinde in Basilide: fuit autem et in illo qui contra disputat. ...... 
Cum autem ad eam iterum traditionem, que est ab Apostolis, que per 
successiones presbyterorum in ecclesiis custoditur, provocamus eos ; adver- 
santur traditioni.—S. [ren. lib. iii. Adv. Heres. cap ii. 
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“ the greatest of all crimes. In vain do our separated brethren 
“ maintain that the ancient Church was fallen to ruin, and into 
“the desolation of idolatry. If the visible Church was for a 
“ single day to have become idolatrous, Jesus Christ would not 
“have said, absolutely and without restriction of times and 
“ nation, ‘ Jf any one does not hear the Church.’ ’’* 

The Rector, in the intoxication of his joy at having to his own 
imagination so completely upset the Infallibility, which he pro- 


claims the very basis of the system of “ the devout Romanist,” 
grows at last facetious, and indites as follows: “ The earth, as 


“we are taught by some oriental sages, rests upon a bull: and 


“the bull stands firmly upon the unyielding back of a huge 


* overgrown tortoise. Where the tortoise himself finds rest for 
“ the sole of his foot, they are not curious to inform us.” This 
is one of those fine sayings for ever repeated, to which I think 
I can furnish a parallel just as authentic and far more applicable 
to the boasted attempt of our Prebendary, than his oriental tale 
is to the belief of Catholics. “ The best example,of the vitality 
“ of a fine saying,” says the ingenious Mr. Bulwer, “ which has 
“ the advantage of being a fallacy, is in the ever-hacknied piece 
“ of nonsense attributed to Archimedes ; namely, that he could 
* move the earth, if he had any place at a distance from it, to 


“ fix a prop for his lever. ...... This is one of the standard 


“allusions, one of the necessary stock in trade for all orators, 
“ poets, and newspaper writers; and persons, whenever they 
“ meet with it, take Archimedes for an extraordinary great man, 


“and cry, ‘Lord, how wonderful.’ Now, if Archimedes had 


“ found his place, his prop, and his lever, and if he could have 
“moved with the swiftness of a cannon ball, 480 miles every 


“hour, it would have taken him just 44,963,540,000,000 years 


“to have raised the earth one inch. And yet people will go on 


_“ quoting absurdity as gospel; wondering at the wisdom of 
“ Archimedes.’ 


If people will soberly examine how many inches of the firm 


foundation of Infallibility have been moved by Mr. Faber’s 


* FeneLon.—Lettres sur l’Eglise. 
t England and the English, by E. L. Bulwer, Esq. M. P. 
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laboured attempts, when he thought he had found “ his place, 
‘“‘ his prop, and his lever,” they are not likely to go on “ won- 
““ dering at the wisdom” of the Rector of Long Newton ! 


Secrion I].—A.Luecep Historica, EvipENCE AGAINST 
INFALLIBILITY REFUTED. 


Mr. Faber introduces the Second Book of his work, by stating 
his old favourite idea that no more than the first three centuries 
can be legitimately conceded to us for the production of histo- 
rical testimony in favour of the doctrines of the Catholic Church. 
Without admitting such an assumption,—because he can pro- 
duce no reason why the fourth or fifth centuries should be less 
tenacious of apostolical doctrine than the second or third, or 
why they should be more obnoxious to error,—we readily meet 
him upon his own chosen ground, and produce evidence adequate 
and satisfactory upon every point which he has chosen to con- 
trovert. But he further argues, that in combating our doctrines, 
he is at liberty to resort to evidence of any subsequent period ; 
for if he can at any time detect our Church in the disavowal of 
any of the doctrines which she now professes, it will follow that 
they could not have been taught. in the primitive ages. There- 
fore the purport of Mr. Faber’s Book II. is to use all industry 
in raking up historical evidence against our Catholic faith. The 
attempt is certainly amusing ; and while I grant that such evi- 
dence against us will avail the Rector much, if he can find it, it 
will be the object of the Second Section of each of my Chapters 
to shew that he has not found it. 

It must be borne in mind that my object is to defend Catholic 
Faith only ; not to support the particular opinions of any of our 
divines or schools of theology. On the question of Infallibility, 
it is particularly necessary to keep closely to what our faith 
teaches ; for it is one of Mr. Faber’s many manceuvres to con- 
fuse the question by long and absurd digressions, in which he 
speculates about the consequences of certain opposite opinions, 
which leave faith untouched, and shall certainly be left so them- 
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selves in this work of defence. Mr. Faber begins by observing 
that we claim Infallibility for the Catholic Church, which we 
“fondly identify with the provincial Latin Church of the 
“ Western Patriarchate.” Yes, we fondly and invincibly prove 
that the Catholic Church and the Roman Church are identical. 
“If Roman, .... therefore we are Catholic,” said St. Jerom.* 
For when we speak of the Church, we understand, as all antiquity 
did, a flock adhering to their true chief pastor; and the Roman 
Church has ever comprehended in her communion all the sheep 
of Christ, united to the Bishop of Rome as their chief pastor on 
earth ; and has never differed from the doctrines taught by the 
‘Catholic or Universal Church. And in every age those who 
separated from her communion, have always been held as 
separated from the true Church of Christ. Moreover, when we 
speak of the Church, we mean a Church upon whose authority 
we must rely, and may rely securely—a Church which holds and 
teaches itself to be infallible. But no Church, except the 
Roman, claims any such authority or inerrancy; others, on the 
contrary, judge and profess themselves to be fallible. Not that 
the mere profession of Infallibility makes the Roman Church 
infallible : but that assuredly no Church can be so, which does 
not even hold and profess Infallibility. None of those separated 
from the communion of Rome do profess it ; therefore none of 
those can be that true Catholic Church which Christ commanded 
us to hear, and which he especially promised to preserve from 
error. As abundant other proofs appear in the course of the 
present work, I pass on to the Rector’s next objections. 
He repeats with the same smile of triumph, that “ the doctors 
“ of the Latin Church, as if in bitter mockery of the very claim” 
of Infallibility, have never yet been able fully to agree where this 
Infallibility resides. Yet he flatly contradicts his own darling 
assertion eight pages further on, where he says that we universally 
adopt the belief that Infallibility is lodged with a general 
Council, ratified by the papal confirmation. A more direct con-— 
tradiction could scarcely be imagined. It is of itself a conclu- 


__* $i Romanam a sein vocat) ........ ergo Catholici sumus.—S. 
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sive answer to his old unwarrantable accusation. For let the 
Transalpines defend the Infallibility of the Pope ; and the Cisal- 
pines maintain that a general Council is superior to the Pope; 
provided all agree that those decisions are infallibly true, which 
are set forth by the Pope with a general Council, then our 
doctors are agreed upon one organ, by which we can infallibly 
receive truth ; and this may well suffice, without our being com- 
pelled to agree in defending either of the other organs. If the 
Rector of Long Newton were once to admit this, we should not 
trouble him with even the names of the Transalpines or Cisalpines. 

Without intending to defend the opinions of the Transalpines 
or those of their opponents, I must observe that Mr. Faber chooses 
a most unfounded illustration for his attempt to shew that popes 
have erred judicially. He puts forth as an undeniable fact, that 
St. Gregory VII solemnly adjudged to the Roman pontiff the 
title of Universal Bishop, which St. Gregory the Great is known 
to have rejected, and condemned asa name of blasphemy. Could 
not Mr. Faber perceive that such an appellation may be good or 
evil, according to the sense in which itis given or assumed? 
When St. Gregory reproved the patriarch of Constantinople for 
styling himself Universal Bishop, it was. because that prelate 
sought by that title to arrogate to himself such universal 
jurisdiction, as would invade the rights of all other bishops, and 
be especially injurious to the holy See of Rome. And St. 
Gregory disclaimed such a title even for himself, lest, to quote 
his own words, “ whilst any thing peculiar be attributed to 
* one, all others should be deprived of due honour.” In the 
objectionable sense of the patriarch John, St. Gregory the Great 
condemned it as a name of blasphemy, but in the sense of the 
Pope being possessed of universal authority and jurisdiction over 
every bishop, St. Gregory could not have objected to the title 
of universal bishop himself, though he might have refrained from 
using it, through humility. In this sense also it was declared 
by St. Gregory VII that the Roman Pontiff alone is rightly 


styled Universal.* | 
* The reader is requested to refer to my. Reply to Mr. Faber’s Supplement, 
page 347, where this question is so plainly settled, that few men would have 
ad the unfairness thus to re-produce it, as if no answer had been given. 
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The Rector is equally unfair in the example he chooses in 
order to put the Cisalpines into a dilemma. Because those 
divines are of opinion that a general Council representing the 
whole Church is infallible, even without the ratification of the 
Pope, this most dishonourable controvertist pretends to place 
them in a very perplexing case, by insisting that they must con- 
clude the Iconoclast Council of Constantinople, which con- 
demned holy images in 754, to be equally infallible with the 
general Councils of Nice (the second) and of Trent, which 
approved of the due veneration of holy images. The Rector is 
practised in all these base contrivances to prop up his con- 
‘temptible system. A few words will suffice to. disperse the pre- 
tended difficulty, which he artfully and disgracefully protracts 
through a long note of four pages of small print. What he 
chooses to style “the papally unratified Council of Constanti- 
ἐς nople,” was the Iconoclast synod assembled in 754 by the 
Emperor Constantine Copronymus. It is true that it con- 
demned the use of holy images; but it was not only “ palpably 
“ unratified,’ but there was no patriarch or representative 
present at it from any one of the great Sees of Rome, Alexan- 
dria, Antioch, or Jerusalem; and the See of Constantinople was 

vacant. This Council could never be considered ecumenical, 
either in its convocation, celebration, or acceptation. It was 
οὐδ received by the Universal Church, but was, as Mr. Faber 
owns, condemned by the general Councils of Nice (the second) 
and of Trent, both confirmed by the Pope. The Cisalpines only 
believe those Councils to be infallible, which they consider as 
representing the Universal Church; therefore they were not 
bound by their own principles to believe this synod infallible> 
which wanted almost every condition required to constitute it 
ecumenical. In vain does this perverse-minded author attempt 
to prove the Iconoclast synod ecumenical “according to the 
“ principles of the Bishop of Strasbourg,” as if the tacit assent 
of the Western bishops had rendered it so. It belongs to the 
system of Faberism to suppress the known truth. Here is a 
glaring instance of such suppression. For Mr. Faber certainly 
‘knew that so far from the Western bishops having tacitly con- 
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sented, they condemned and anathematized it ; and that it never 
was received in the West. Moreover as he could quote a little 
before, the language of the real seventh general Council, the 
second of Nice, in 786, which condemned the sham Council of 
the Iconoclasts, he must have known the proceedings of the 
sixth session of that Council, which so pointedly refuted the 
claim of the pretended Council to be considered ecumenical, in 
these words: “ How was it an ecumenical Council, when it was 
“neither received nor approved, but anathematized by the 
“ bishops of other Churches? When neither the Pope of Rome, 
“nor the bishops around him, concurred in it, either by legates, 
“ or by a circular letter, according to the custom of Councils? 
“Which never had the consent of the patriarchs of the East, 
“of Alexandria, Antioch, or Jerusalem, or of the bishops 
* dependent upon them?” Mr. Faber knew this; and knowing 
it, he suppresses the truth, and insinuates what he knew to be 
false, that the Western bishops had tacitly consented! This is 
quite in character with Faberism; but is it worthy of a man 
with the slightest pretensions to be considered an honest 
controvertist ? 

Even this is not enough for the Rector’s display of disgraceful 
artifice. “ But,” says he, “we can do much more.” And what, 
does the reader think, he will do more, or what can he do 
more to his own shame than he has already accomplished? Pro- 
ceeding in the same dishonourable style, he repeats, as if not a 
word had been said before on the subject, his old objection that 
the Council assembled at Frankfort by Charlemagne in 794 
reversed the decision of Nice, and ratified the Iconoclast Council 
‘of Constantinople against holy images. It will scarcely be 

-eredited that this affair of the Council of Frankfort was carefully 
explained by Dr. Trevern in his Answer to the first edition of 
Mr. Faber’s Difficulties of Romanism, page 34, and again by 
myself in my Reply to his Supplement, page 90. For the sake 
of Mr. Faber’s readers, it was carefully explained, that the 
Council of Frankfort condemned the second Council of Nice 
merely through an error of fact, led by an inaccurate translation 
of its acts, into the mistaken idea that the Nicene Council had 
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sanctioned idolatry, by decreeing that holy images were to be 
honoured with the same divine worship as the adorable Trinity. 
This language was the very reverse of that employed by Con- 
stantine of Cyprus, from whom they professed to take it ; for he 
says in the original Greek and two ancient versions: “ I receive 
“and honour holy images; but 1 give to the Trinity alone the 
“ supreme adoration of Jatria.’” When this mistake was after- 
wards discovered, and it was known that the Pope had confirmed 
the second Council of Nice, its decrees were universally received 
throughout the Church. All this has been twice carefully 
explained in reply to Mr. Faber: what must be thought of the 
man who comes forth with his objection again, without saying a 
word of its refutation? Any thing to serve his purpose at the 
time he seems prepared to do. He wanted to urge a perplexing 
case against those divines who have been named Cisalpines ; 
and this old demolished objection he was glad, it seems, to lay 
hold of to enable him to “ do much more.” How much more 
he has accomplished must now be apparent. He has attempted 
to blind his readers by representing the decision of Frankfort as 
the acceptance of the Iconoclast synod; whereas it never 
approved of that synod, and only condemned the Nicene Council 
through an error of fact, soon after rectified. 

_ The Cisalpines would therefore, without any inconsistency of 
principle, take no account whatever of this decree of the Council 
of Frankfort : and the “much more” that Mr. Faber has done, 
has only been to give much more proof of his own mean 
οὐδ ας in controversial writing. 

_ Not content even with this sorry exhibition of his capabilities, 
the Rector of Long Newton and Prebendary of Salisbury, must 
make one more learned attempt to involve the Cisalpine divines 
in perplexing inconsistency. He begins, as usual, with a false 
position. “ The Pope-deposing doctrine of the Council of Con- 
“stance,” he says, “ was rejected as false, by the two acknow- 
“ledged ecumenical and papally ratified Councils of Florence 
“and Fifth Lateran.” Where did Mr. Faber find that the 
Council of Florence rejected the decree of Constance as false ? 
All that the Council of Florence did at all relating to the matter, 

G 2 
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was to frame a decree on the primacy of the Pope, which 
amounted only to what we all admit as an article of faith, that 
the Pope is the head of the Church. As to the Fifth Lateran 
Council, Mr. Faber has been told before in my Reply, page 96, 
that it has never been acknowledged as ecumenical by the 
Universal Church. Therefore his attempt against the Cisalpine 
divines proves ridiculously abortive. According to him, they 
must assert that the two ecumenical Councils of Florence and 
fifth Lateran have erred, as far, he says, “as I can under- 
stand the matter.” I fear this is but a little way indeed : 
better for his credit that he should have been unable to under- 
stand it; for if he really did understand it, he must be here 
convicted of gross and shameful misrepresentation. ‘The means 
of understanding, however, have been amply laid before him. 
He has been told again and again that nothing is of Catholic 
faith but what has been proposed by the Church as divinely 
revealed, and is universally received. ‘The decree of the Council 
of Florence is familiar to him; and it was given at length in my 
Reply. He was there also reminded of Bellarmine’s admission, 
that “Those are not properly heretics, who hold that the Pope 
“is not above all Councils, and above the Universal Church.’* 
And I cannot suppose him ignorant of what the same great 
writer says of the decrees of Constance, Florence, and Fifth 
Lateran: “Although the question seems to have been defined 
“ afterwards in the Council of Florence, and last Lateran, yet as 
“the Council of Florence did not so expressly define this 
“ matter, and there are those who doubt whether the Lateran 
“ Council, which did most expressly define the point, was truly 
* ecumenical ; on these accounts it is a doubtful question to this 
“ day, even among Catholics.’ With all this before him, I am 
forced to conclude, that Mr. Faber was either very dull, or 
something very much worse, when he jfabricated this charge 
against the Cisalpines. ‘The Council of Florence left their 
opinion free ; and the Fifth Lateran, not being acknowledged 
ecumenical, cannot require their adhesion. They are therefore 


* Tom. I. de Concil, Lib. ii. cap. 17. 
+ De Concil, Lib. il. cap. 13. 
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consistent, and free to hold their opinions without prejudice to 
Catholic faith. | 

To help Mr. Faber to a better understanding of this matter, I 
earnestly recommend him to read attentively the Section xv. in 
Veron’s Rule of Faith, which clearly treats of the various 
opinions on the authority of the Pope, and lays down precisely 
what is of Catholic faith on the subject. Veron expressly says, 
that “there is not a single passage from the general Councils,— 
< not even that quoted from the last Council of Lateran, not one 
single text of the Fathers that can be said to be-opposed in 
direct and express terms to the first opinion,”* namely that of 
the divines called Cisalpines, who hold that a general Council is 
superior to the Pope. * 
Mr. Faber winds up his attempt by asking with an air of 
triumph: “ Are we to receive or to deny the doctrine of the 
superiority of a Council to the Pope?” I answer: whichever 
you please, salva fide Catholica: for it is a matter of opinion, 
and not an article of faith. You have discovered that the denial 
of this opinion is by no means a matter of universal consent ; 
and hence you might have honestly concluded that it might be 
held or opposed, without prejudice to Catholic faith. ‘ The 
“ truth is,” continues Mr. Faber, “ that Dr. Trevern was griev- 
** ously hampered :” which assertion is as far from the truth as 
any ever made, even by the unblushing Rector. Let any one 
᾿ turn to the v. Letter of Dr. Trevern’s Amicable Discussion : 
let him observe the fearless candour with which the bishop 
stated the objection, long before Mr. Faber had written a line on 
the subject. Let him attend to the lucid exposition of the 
answer which Catholics have always at hand for this mighty 
difficulty; and above all, let him notice the clear and masterly 
_ reply which the bishop quotes in the same place from the illus- 
trious Bossuet; then let him carefully weigh what Dr. Trevern 
further observed in his Answer to Faber’s Difficulties of Ro- 
manism, pp. 23, 24, and judge whether it be truth, or its oppo- 
site, to say that Dr. Trevern was grievously hampered. Here 


* Veron’s Rule of Faith, translated by the Rev. J. Waterworth.— 
Birmingham, 1833. 


40 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. 11. 


are the bishop’s words, conveying in two sentences a complete 
answer to the whole difficulty: “ It is by the acceptation that 
“‘ we are convinced that a Council is really ecumenical, and it is 
“by acceptation equally that we know with certainty that the 
“ Pope has pronounced ex cathedrd. Thus we all agree in the 
“same principle; and both are ultimately found to attach the 
“ seal of infallibility to the universal agreement of the Church.”* 
But the Cisalpines must upon their principles hold, says Mr. 
Faber, “ the favourite low Church paradox of an infallible body, 
“ decorated and guided by a fallible head.” Where the para- 
dox is, Mr. Faber does not pretend to shew. Nor does he 
inform his unsuspecting reader that he had advanced the same 
charge against Dr. Trevern, in his Supplement to his Difficulties 
of Romanism, and that my Reply to the said Supplement, p. 82, 
had met his charge with a refutation which he could not oppose, 
and yet had not the sincerity to acknowledge. I had told him 
that a moral body does not die, if its head should fail or be 
removed: therefore the Cisalpines may hold a head infallible 
when in accordance with the whole body of the Church, but 
fallible when considered solely as the head, without being in- 
volved in any paradox. It is easy to shuffle out of a difficulty 
by passing it over as if it never existed; but if the artful Rector 
were compelled to shew cause why he takes no account of the 
answers already given to his boasted Difficulties, we should soon 
see who was “ grievously hampered.” 

The Rector goes chuckling off with his own fond μοηκόμόμο 
that by his lucubrations the respective peculiar theories of the 
Transalpines and the Cisalpines have been “ compendiously dis- 
“ posed of ;” and turns now to the third theory, in which he 
informs his readers that “ all good Romanists agree ;” although 
only five pages before, he had asserted that where the infallibility 
resided, the doctors of the Latin Church never had been able 
fully to agree. This theory, as he calls and explains it, is as 
follows: that Infallibility is lodged with a general Council ratified 
by the papal confirmation. This, he says, is universally adopted 
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by the Romanists; and he proceeds to arrange his portentous 
evidence against it. As I feel conscious that his former attempts 
have been “ compendiously disposed of,” I follow him with a 
very light heart to his next exploits. He will endeavour to 
exhibit general Councils in contradiction to Scripture or the 
primitive Church, or to themselves or to other ecumenical 
Councils. After which he will treat us to some testimony from 
primitive Fathers in opposition to conciliar infallibility. 

_ First then, he makes a formidable objection of a very plain 
‘matter, very easily explained. The general Council of Ephesus 
in 431, forbid any one to introduce any other faith than that 
‘contained in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed. That creed 
at the time expressed the procession of the Holy Ghost as from 
the Father ; it did not add, and from the Son, because that had 
never been questioned. But the Council of Trent confirmed 
the addition of the words, and from the Son, which Mr. Faber 
calls “ an additional article of faith;’ and on this account he 
considers the Council of Trent to have contradicted the Council 
of Ephesus, “ heedless of the decree of its remote predecessor.” 
Mr. Faber had better have let this question alone; he will 
‘soon be convicted of misrepresentation, ignorance, and some- 
thing very like positive heresy. In a note, he intimates that 
‘the original creed stated that the Holy Ghost proceeds from 
the Father only. This is a gross misrepresentation. The creed 
merely said :- who proceeds from the Father ; but it did not 
‘say, from the Father only : it said nothing more, because, as St. 
Vincent of Lerins so well observes : “'The Church of Christ, as 
“a sedulous and cautious keeper of the doctrines with her 
Mfdeposited,..... - adds nothing superfluous.”* Mr. Faber again 
_ grossly misrepresents, by saying that the addition of the words, 
and from the Son, was the introduction of another article of faith, 
ἑτέρα πίστις. It was no more than a clause introduced to profess 
‘our belief more fully, and to express it in proper terms to 
_ prevent errors; a clause made, not to change the sense of the 
former phrase, but to profess its meaning more explicitly. 
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Hence the Council of Florence expressly pronounced the addition 
to have been made “ for the sake of declaring the truth, and 
* through imminent necessity, lawfully and reasonably.’’* 

Mr. Faber says that the Greeks “have always indignantly 
“ protested against the introduction of the clause.” Is this 
wilful misrepresentation, or is it ignorance? Does not Mr. 
Faber know that the Greeks, by their legates, approved and 
subscribed the additional clause in three general Councils—the 
Fourth Lateran in 1215, the second of Lyons in 1274, and 
finally, by the most solemn and unanimous act of adhesion, in 
that of Florence in 1439? Yet he bravely says, that the Greeks 
have always indignantly protested against it ! 

But this first attempt of our heroic Rector will, I fear, prove 
very fatal to his orthodoxy. I fear it will convict him of abso- 
lute heresy. He declares that the words and from the Son, 
involve another article of faith, by which he means I suppose a 
contrary article ; if so, he must hold with the Greeks, and be 
involved in their heresy. This he indeed appears to do, for he 
understands the original creed to have professed the procession 
of the Holy Ghost from the Father only, and affirms that “ the 
*¢ Filioque is a palpable addition of an ¢7épa πίστις. Mr. Faber 
ought not to stand in need of my telling him, that the proces- 
sion of the Holy Ghost from both the Father and the Son, is 
an essential article of faith always held in the Church of God, 
and supported by express passages of Scripture, such as St. 
John xiv. v. 26—xv. v. 26—xvi. v. 15—xvi. v. 14, 15, and by 
Greek Fathers, who wrote before the unhappy schism, St. 
Athanasius, St. Basil, St. Epiphanius, and St. Cyril of Alexan- 
dria, as well as by sound theological reasoning. . Moreover, his 
own Anglican Church has adopted and approved the Nicene 
Creed, with the additional clause; and the Fifth Article of the 
redoubtable Thirty-nine, expressly speaks of the Holy Ghost 
as “proceeding from the Father and the Son.’ The Rector 
must hold this, or like an honest man resign his prebendal 
stall, and throw up his beloved rectory of Long Newton. Mr. 
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Faber thinks that if the old expression of Tertullian, per 
Filium—that is, by the Son, had been adopted, the Greek schism 
would have been prevented, and the honour of the Council of 
Ephesus saved ; and, he says, the per Filium, if he mistakes not, 
is admitted by the Greeks themselves. He is mistaken if he 
means that the schismatical Greeks admit the expression in the 
sense of a procession from both Father and Son. Their error is, 
as it was from the time of Photius, that the Holy Ghost 
proceeds from the Father only. Some of the ancient Fathers, 
such as Tertullian and St. John Damascen, used the expression, 
per Filium, but it was in an orthodox sense, of which St. Thomas 
Aquinas considers it susceptible. “ For,” says he, “since the 
* Son has it from the Father that the Holy Ghost proceeds from 
“him (the Son), the Father may be said to breathe the Holy 
“ Ghost by the Son.”* I have been obliged to translate the the- 
ological term spirare by the English breathe, though fully aware 
of the impossibility of finding adequate language to express what 
is ineffable. But the very circumstance which leads Mr. Faber 
to recommend this expression, per Filium, is the one which 
would induce the Church to avoid it—its ambiguity. The 
Church is always most careful to express articles of faith in plain 
and precise terms. However desirous at all times to prevent 
the evil of schism, she would never seek to prevent it by the 
use of ambiguous terms, at the evident risk of ensnaring and 
deceiving souls to their destruction. 
' The second charge, which is put forth as involving Councils in 
contradiction to Scripture, is that the Second Council of Nice, and 
that of Trent, decreed the relative worship of images ; “ but,” 
Says our sagacious and candid Rector, “ Holy Scripture, without 
“descending to any idle and sophistical distinctions of Latria 
“and Dulia, or of relative worship and positive worship, alto- 
“ gether forbids the making of images for the purpose of bowing 
“down to them and worshipping them.” Is this all? the 
reader will say. Yes, this is really all that the poor Rector 
could do for this old worn-out objection, repeated so often, and 
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so often refuted. Then our answer may be equally brief. The 
Scripture forbids making images for worship. But though the 
Scripture does not explain itself further, it must have meant 
either relative or positive worship. If it meant positive, the 
Councils alluded to did not contradict Scripture, since their 
decree allows only of relatwe worship. But if Mr. Faber 
affirms that the Scripture meant to forbid the making of images 
for relative worship, I answer that such a prohibition could only 
have been temporary, on account of the proneness of the Jews 
to idolatry. 'The Decalogue, with the exception of the com- 
mandment about the Sabbath, is only a promulgation of the law 
of nature. Therefore, if the Almighty here prohibited the 
_ relative worship of holy images, the Church of Christ was at 
liberty, when no danger of idolatry remained, to propose holy 
images to be honoured with relative veneration, such as the 
Council of Trent so carefully explains. But I deny altogether 
that the commandment contains any such prohibition : the very 
terms of it sufficiently imply that it was solely directed against 
paying positive divine worship to idols. Therefore the Councils, 
in decreeing relative honour due to holy images, have not con- 
tradicted the Sacred Scriptures. 

After this, Mr. Faber, with that effrontery which is so cha- 
racteristie of his system, repeats an objection to the decree of 
the Second Council of Lateran, forbidding the clergy to marry, 
which Dr. Trevern had so ably refuted in his Answer to Diffi- 
culties of Romanism, pp. 42-3-4, and 325-6, and which no 
candid reader would deny to have been fairly met and carefully 
answered in my Reply to Faber’s Supplement, pp. 83 to 87. It 
would hardly be believed that in his present work, he gives the 
objection. again, without one single word on the refutation it 
received. I should be justified in sending him back to the 
answers already given, and defying him to overturn them ; but, 
for the reader’s sake, I will condense the refutation of his paltry 
difficulty. He will have it that the clergy were forbidden to 
marry, upon the “judicially alleged circumstance that the mar- 
“ riage of the clergy would be nothing better than a devotion to 
“ chambering and wantonness.” But Holy Scripture declares, 
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“that marriage is honourable in all men: and accordingly 
* speaks with full approbation of the marriage of the clergy.” 
In answer, Mr. Faber was assured that the Second Council of 
Lateran did not decree as a matter of faith, what he calls “ the 


judicially alleged circumstance,” that the marriage of the clergy 


would be an enslavement to chambering and impurities. He 
was told that it was an observation made by the Council, which, 
if even false, would not prejudice its infallibility ; but that in 
reality the “ judicially alleged circumstance” was not opposed 
to Holy Scripture. For the text, Heb. xiii. v. 4, which means, 
according to Mr. Faber’s gloss, “ marriage is honourable in all 


‘men,” may mean, LET marriage be honourable in all THINGS ; 


that is, kept free from all abuses. Thus it could not be justly 
concluded that the observation made by the Council was opposed 
to Holy Scripture. Mr. Faber still adheres to his version of the 
text, that marriage is honourable in all men, though this would 
make the apostle assert that incestuous marriages, or the mar- 
riages of those under perpetual impediments, would be alike 
honourable. He still roundly affirms, that the observation of 
the Second Council of Lateran was contradictory to Scripture ; 
though he cannot even shew that the sentence at all applied to 


the marriage of the clergy. It is to be observed that Mr. Faber. 


with his usual unfairness, has never once quoted the decree of 
the Council, but only the explanatory observation, which has 


given him so much offence. The decree deprives all in holy 
orders, who have either married or had concubines, of their 


offices and benefices ; “for,” it adds, “since they ought to be, 
“ and to be called the temple of God, the vessels of the Lord, 
“ the sanctuary of the Holy Ghost, it is unworthy of them to be 
“enslaved to chambering and impurities.’ Now, how would 
Mr. Faber prove that this observation did not apply to the 
clergy of the latter description? Or if even it was meant to 
apply to the clergy married, might it not be justly said com- 
paratively, inasmuch as certain conjugal duties must always 
appear revolting in one consecrated to the most holy ministra- 
tions, and since even in the old law continency was rigidly 
enjoined, whenever the people were to draw near to God, or 
H 2 
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approach to holy things, and the priests were separated from 
their wives during the time of their sacred ministry in the 
tabernacle ? Mr. Faber will find this strongly supported by the 
language of St. Augustin, in Book xiv. Chap. xviii. Of the City 
of God, which is entitled De pudore concubitus, .... etiam con- 
jugali. Mr. Faber however again declares that the Scripture fully 
approves of the marriage of the clergy; and his reference is to the 
third Chapter of the First Epistle of St. Paul to Timothy, and to 
those verses where the apostle, describing the requisite qualities 
of bishops and deacons, says that a bishop must be the husband 
of one wife, having his children in subjection"; and that deacons 
must be the husbands of one wife. The meaning of the apostle 
is, that no one should be chosen bishop or deacon who had been 
twice married, or was actually a bigamist ; but certainly not that 
a single man might not be in holy orders, otherwise St. Paul 
would have condemned himself, being himself unmarried. 
The apostle allows of married clergy, rather than approves of 
them ; for he evidently wished to see all those embrace celibacy 
to whom God should grant the gift: I would that all men 
were even as myself:...... I say to the unmarried, ....t¢ is 
good for them if they so continue, even as I. .... Art thou 
loosed from a wife ? Seek not a wife;.... he that giveth his 
virgin in marriage, doth well; and he that giveth her not, doth 
betler isin ssc More blessed shall she be, if she so remain* 
He allows it then, as the Church did at first, as a matter of 
temporary indulgence: if the Church in process of time thought 
proper to admit none to holy orders who would not engage to 
live in celibacy, she exercised her acknowledged right of varying 
her discipline according to times and circumstances, but she 
cannot be convicted of having opposed Holy Scripture. 

Perhaps the reader will now at least expect something new. 
After all that he has seen of the Rector’s disingenuous doings, 
he would hardly expect that he is now to be treated again to a repe- 
tition of the old story of John Huss and the Council of Constance. 
The wily Rector, with a most hypocritical show of innocence, 


* 1 Corinth. vii. v. 7, 8, 27, 38, 40.- 
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tells us, as if for the first time, that the third Council of Lateran 
decreed that oaths, contrary to ecelesiastical utility, are not 
obligatory, being mere acts of perjury, null and void from the 
beginning. But the Holy Scripture pronounces that every oath, 
which does not contradict a plain and well-defined moral duty, 
is binding. Therefore he infers that the Council contradicted 
Holy Scripture. Its canon, he contends, is the real basis of the 
doctrine, that faith is not to be kept with heretics, when con- 
trary to ecclesiastical utility : on this principle faith was broken 
to John Huss at Constance: and the Council of Trent fairly 
owns as much, by suspending the decree of Constance in favour 
of all heretics coming to appear at Trent, and confesses “ their 
“ Constantian predecessors to have been most infamously and 
“most grossly fraudulent and treacherous.” 'This is the for- 
midable discovery of this writer, grown old in controversial 
cunning ; but he would be puzzled to answer whether he found 
it “under a mastick,” or “ under a holm tree.” 

It has all been clearly answered by the Bishop of Strasbourg, 
in his Answer to the Difficulties of Romanism, pp. 48 to 52. If 
that venerable and learned prelate complained how fatiguing it 
was to have again to answer, as if for the first time, an objection 
a hundred times solidly refuted, my task of replying yet once 
‘more may be believed to be sufficiently nauseous ; but what 
must be thought of him who disgracefully compels me to it 
by this hundred and first repetition ? 

The passage, declaring oaths to be perjuries and not binding, 
when taken against the utility of the Church and the institutions 
of the holy Fathers, is not a general decree of the Third Lateran, 
but a regulation regarding the canons of cathedrals, where the 
‘statutes of the chapter are made by the majority. In case the 
majority wish to abolish any custom which they consider to have 
become prejudicial, and some member objects that he is bound 
by oath to observe the said custom, the Council declares that 
such oath is no longer obligatory, because it is become preju- 
dicial to the Church, since the majority think fit to abolish the 
custom. “For those are not oaths, but perjuries, which are 
“made against the utility of the Church, and the institutions 
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of the holy Fathers.” Thus the case is wonderfully altered, | 
and instead of this being a decree about oaths in general, as Mr. 


Faber would make it appear, by fraudulently suppressing the 
context, it turns out to be a very natural decision of a particular 


' 
δ 
8 
¥ 
a 


case of conscience concerning a chapter oath! The Bishop οἵ. 
Strasbourg gives the decree at length in his Answer; the Rector — 
read it, but no matter, he shuffles on to re-build his former — 


house of cards on the same crazy basis. 


He insinuates what he knows to be a base and malignant ᾿ 


falsehood, that we hold the principle that faith is not to be kept 


with heretics, when contrary to ecclesiastical utility. ‘ Such,’ 
he says, “was the principle on which faith was broken to Huss — 


“at the Council of Constance.” ‘This is totally false. Faith 


was not broken to Huss by the Council, because the Council — 


had never given its faith or safe-conduct to Huss. His safe-— 


conduct was given him by the Emperor Sigismund, as a protec- 


tion on his journey to Constance: the Emperor had never 


promised him security from punishment, much less that his life 
should be spared. But whatever the Emperor did, it was in the 
exercise of his mere temporal power, which could not prohibit 
the exercise of the spiritual power of the Council ; and hence 
the Council was justified in the language quoted by Mr. Faber 
from their decree, to the effect that the safe-conduct could not 
prejudice the Catholic faith nor ecclesiastical jurisdiction, so as 
to exempt those who had received it from bemg judged by 
ecclesiastical authority, and punished as justice might dictate. 
But the Rector declares that the Council of Trent acknow- 
ledged the decree of Constance to be a faith-breaking decision, 
by the very circumstance of professing to suspend it, and that by 
promising security with true and good faith, excluding all 
fraud and deceit, the Tridentme Fathers confess their Con- 
stantian predecessors to have been most infamously and most 
grossly fraudulent and treacherous. ‘This is one of those mis- 
representations so familiar to the Rector of Long Newton. It 
was the sincere wish of the Council of Trent to give perfect 
facility, freedom, and security to Protestants who chose to attend 
at Trent, to come, to remain, to propose, discuss and defend 
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their opinions, and reply to the objections of the Council without 
any reproach, molestation, or inconvenience of any kind ; and 
their decree of safe-conduct even added that they fully allowed 
and granted perfect immunity from punishment, under pretence 
of religion, for all faults which had been, or might be com- 
mitted.* And lest any should distrust this safe conduct, on 
account of the former transactions of Constance, the Fathers of 
Trent decree that no laws, canons or decrees, not even those of 
Constance, shall be allowed to operate against this their safe- 
conduct. This neither approves nor condemns ; it is only added 
to preclude all possible suspicion of insincerity ; and its abjura- 
tion of all fraud and deceit, is no more legitimately applicable to 
the decree of Constance, than to the theological works of the 
Rev. George Stanley Faber. 

_ The next charge is against the decree of the Fourth Lateran 
on Transubstantiation. Here the Rector, with the same hope- 
less fatuity or incorrigible effrontery, repeats his old assertion, 
that the primitive Fathers pronounced the change in the 
elements to be not material, but moral. And therefore he infers 
that the decree of the Fourth Lateran contradicted the doctrine 
of the primitive Church. Dr. Trevern has written much, the 
Rev. G. Corless has written much, and a former work of mine 
contained much also to expose the falsehood and utter absurdity 
of Mr. Faber’s moral change. Still, as the question will come 
to be discussed again separately in the Chapter on Transub- 
stantiation, I shall be ready then once more to discuss it. For 
the present, it may suffice to turn over the incorrigible Rector to 
the caustic castigation of the acute author of Travels of an Irish 
Gentleman in search of a Religion: ‘ We find a similar style of 
“ mystification still resorted to by those few Protestant contro- 
“ vertists, who, in order to maintain some little consistency with 
“the Church of England Catechism, affect to uphold a real 
« πο... Thus the theologians of the British Critic insist 


* Tilo etiam aiddito, ut religionis| pretextu aut delictorum circa eam 
commissorum aut committendorum minimé puniantur, impartitur, ac omnino 
concedit.—Concil. Trid. Salv. Conduct. Sess. xv. et xviii. 


+ See Reply to Faber’s Supplement, Chapter Third, from p. 110 to 308. 
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“that ‘a real presence is the doctrine of the Church of 

“ ς England ;’—while Mr. Faber talks of ‘ a change in the ele- 

“«ments—a moral change.’ All this, however, is but a mere 

“ stale repetition of the old trick of heresy—‘® speaking the same 

“things, but meaning them differently,’ ὅμοια μὲν Aaatyres, 
“ ἀνόμοια de φρονοῦντες. Ὁ This may suffice for the Rector to 

ponder, till we arrive at his Third Chapter, on Transubstantia- 

tion. 

What next will the Rector adduce? The Council of Trent 
declared that it did not include the Blessed Virgin Mary in 
decreeing that all are born in original sin; but ratified the 
decree of Sixtus IV. prohibiting to preach or publicly assert that 
the Blessed Virgin was conceived in sin. “ But,” continues the 
Rector: “ Scripture pronounces that al// mankind, Christ only 
“in his human nature excepted, are conceived and born in sin. 
“The Council of Trent, therefore, forbids us to preach and 
“ assert, what Scripture enjoins us to preach and assert.” Mr. 
Faber has forgotten to tell us where Scripture enjoins us to 
preach and assert the conception or birth in sin of the Holy 
Mother of God: and I tell him boldly that Scripture no where 
enjoins or intimates any such thing. So here he is convicted of 
positive falsehood. The doctrine of the Immaculate Conception 
on the contrary is founded upon very strong scriptural evidence. 
In the Angel’s salutation of Mary there occurs a very remarkable 
word Χαῖρε xexap/louévn+ which the Protestant version frigidly 
translates “ Hail, highly favoured.” But the word means not 
only full of grace, but, formed in grace. I presume that Mr. Faber 
will allow Origen to be his master in Greek. That Father under- 
stood this salutation to signify a privilege exclusively reserved 
to Mary, of course without excluding her adorable Son. “ But 
“because the Angel saluted Mary with a new word, which I 
“have not been able to find in the whole Scripture, I must say 
“a little on the subject. For I do not remember to have read 
“ any where else in the Scriptures what he said: Hail full of 


* Vol. II. p. 275—note. The Greek is from St. Ireneus, Lid. I. Adv. 


Heres. Prefut. ἢ 
+ St. Luke i. v. 28. 
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« grace, which in Greek is expressed by x:x2p/Joyévn: nor is 
ἐς any such word as this addressed to any man, “ Hail, full of 
“ grace. This salutation is reserved to Mary alone.” * 

_ St. Amphilochius, in the fourth century, says that God formed 
the Blessed Virgin without spot, and without sin.t The ancient 
Liturgy, which bears the name of St. Chrysostom, but is older 
than his time, speaks of Mary as in every respect without sin : 
ex omni parte inculpata.t St. Ambrose testifies the same in 
his homily on the Psalm cxviii.—Beati tmmaculati. Thus it 
was not contrary to Scripture or the Fathers, but in strict 
accordance with them, that the Council of Trent did not include 
the Blessed Virgin Mary in original sin. But Mr. Faber ought 
to have observed that the Council, after all, decreed nothing on 
the question, as a matier of faith. It is the belief of all 
Catholic divines, that the Blessed Virgin was dorn free from: 
original sin; and it is the most general belief that she was 
immaculate in her very conception. But the Church has never: 
made any decree of faith on the subject. The Council of Trent: 
merely declared that its decree did not comprehend the Blessed 
Virgin, but left the question of her exemption from original sin. 
exactly in the state in which it was left by the constitution of 
Sixtus IV. which the Council renewed and adopted. That decree 
simply forbid any one to assert, in any public discourse, that the 
Blessed. Virgin was conceived in original sin. But we are not 
allowed to censure those who privately hold the opinion. Thus 
the Council having made no decree on the question, Mr. Faber 
has falsely concluded that the Council forbid what the Scripture 
enjoined. And if the Council had made such a decree, it would 
not. have been opposed to Scripture, as above shewn; and 
therefore, in such case, Mr. Faber’s conclusion would have been 
pe false. 

| His next charge of contradiction ie ec to Coiiinietes under 

: one kind. Christ, he contends, authoritatively instituted the 
Eucharist under two kinds ; administered. it to the Apostles 
| oti ro | kinds, * and ere no warrant for the presumptuous 


aia i OrraINis, Hom, in panes § iii. 
# Orat. 4, ἰη 8. Deip. et Simeon. t Lebrun, Tom. 4, pag 408. 
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“ and indecent sacrilege, as Pope Gelasius and Pope Leo well 
* stigmatize the profane innovation of administering it only 
“under one kind.” But the Council of Trent declared that we 
receive Christ whole and entire, and a true sacrament under one 
kind alone, and censured with an anathema those who hold the 
contrary. So Mr. Faber concludes in triumph: “ what was rank 
*“ sacrilege and idolatrous. impiety in. one age of the. Church, 
“‘ became in another age, orthodoxy so indisputable, as to» be 
“ sanctioned even under the penalty. of a bitter anathema.” 
Reader, you have here one of the most complete illustrations: 
of the system of Faberism, that the Rector’s book can furnish. 
Most of the features of that peculiar system are here to be 
detected : misrepresentation, suppression, perversion of meaning, 
and the most contemptible limping sophistry. What does he 
mean by affirming that our blessed Lord instituted the Holy 
Kucharist authoritatively under two kinds? 1 presume that he: 
would have his readers infer that the receiving under both kinds 
was instituted as an indispensable part of the Sacrament, and- 
ordered authoritatively by. our Blessed Saviour. His language 
certainly implies this : but such an assertion would be a glaring 
misrepresentation and perversion of what he knows to have 
been the real fact. Our Saviour undoubtedly instituted the 
Eucharist, and administered it under two kinds ; but it does ποῖ᾽ 
follow from his having so acted, that we are obliged to observe 
the same, any more than that we are bound to follow. the other 
circumstances of the Last Supper, such as celebrating it in the 
evening, breaking the sacred form of bread, and receiving it 
sitting at table, or perhaps even reclined on couches. It must 
be proved that our Lord commanded the receiving under both 
kinds ; Mr. Faber produces no such command, and I defy him 
to find such. Until he produces such proof, he is not entitled to 
intimate that Christ authoritatively instituted, that is, ordered 
the faithful to receive under both kinds.: But Christ, he says, 
“‘ gave no warrant for the presumptuous and indecent sacrilege, 
“as Pope Gelasius and Pope Leo well -stigmatize the profane 
“ innovation of administering it only under one kind.” We 
shall soon see that neither of these popes gave any warrant for 
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the conclusion drawn~by this artful sophist from their words. 

But he is guilty of gross suppression, when he declares that 

Christ gave no warrant. Surely it is sufficient warrant that we 

not only commit no sacrilege, but enjoy the full effect of this 

blessed institution, when we find it declared by Christ himself 
that the receiver under one kind alone inherits life eternal : 

If any man eat of this bread, he shall live for ever. St. John 

vi. v. 52: and again, v. 59, He that eateth this bread shall 
live for ever. Moreover, if our Saviour had given no direct 

warrant for Communion in one kind, he certainly gave no pro- 

hibition against it; and therefore we arrive legitimately at the 

practical conclusion of the Catholic Church, that the matter was 

left free by our Lord as a point of discipline, to be regulated by 

the authority of his Church. 

_ Proceeding upon this, as upon all other points of changeable 

discipline, the Church has varied her practice according to 

persons, times, and circumstances. In the earliest times the 

sick were frequently communicated in one kind only. Infants 

newly baptized were allowed to receive under the form of wine 

only: It is well known that for domestic communion, the 

faithful used to carry home the sacred species of bread only, in 

little gold caskets, specimens of which have been found in the 

Vatican Catacombs, and may be seen delineated and described 

in that curious and elaborate work, Hierurgia, or the Holy 

Sacrifice of the Mass, by Rev. Dr. Rock, Vol. I. p. 273. I 

earnestly recommend the Rector, before he writes again about 

what he either does not understand, or is determined grossly to’ 
misrepresent, to read the learned and interesting Section II. of 
Chapter Second in this work, which treats of Lay Communion. 

He will there see Communion under one kind proved to have 

‘been administered even from the time of the Apostles, as tes- 

tified by the Acts ofthe Martyrs, by Tertullian, St. Cyprian, St. 

Dionysius of Alexandria, and others. 

In after ages, the Church thought proper for prudent reasons 

to abolish the reception of the cup by the laity, opposing, as 

Dr. Rock well observes, the error in faith of the Hussites who 

asserted the use of the cup to be necessary, by an article of 
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discipline according to the circumstances. But this might be 
changed again, if other circumstances called for such an altera~_ 
tion. The very passages produced by. Mr. Faber against us, © 
furnish the best illustrations of our practice. The Pope St. Leo — 
the Great understood that certain Manicheans, the better to 
conceal their heresy, communicated with the Catholics, but. 
privately assembled at other times for their own heretical 
worship. The zealous pontiff, to mark them out effectually, 
proclaimed that those who always abstained from the cup should - 
be considered Manicheans: for these heretics abhorred wine as” 
the gall of dragons, and therefore when they communicated, they 
only received under one kind. This makes it evident that the 
Catholics frequently did the same, though on a far different 
principle; otherwise the Manicheans would not have ventured — 
upon a practice, which must at once have betrayed them by its” 
singularity. The Pope then proceeded to the most effectual 
means of detecting who were Manicheans, by urging the reception 
under both kinds, as a disciplinary regulation required by. the 
circumstances of the time. What he denounced as a sacrilege, 
was not the abstaining from the cup, for the Catholics occa- 
sionally did this, not holding its reception: necessary; but. the 
abstaining of the Manichees from principle, because these here- 
tics abhorred wine, as. created by the evil spirit. Thus the 
denunciation of St. Leo proves nothing for Mr. Faber, but every 
thing for us. | 

The decree of Pope Gelasius is of the same kind. He sue- 
ceeded to the pontificate thirty-two years after St. Leo, and 
finding still that the Catholics occasionally did not receive the 
chalice, and that therefore the Manicheans could not be effec- 
tually detected, commanded all to receive under both kinds. 
But he did this, not because the reception of one kind alone was 
unlawful in itself, but lest the Catholics should by degrees 
become imbued with the errors of the Manicheans, who abstained 
from the cup, because they held wine to be the gall of dragons, 
and did not believe that Christ truly died and shed his blood : 
as is evident from the words of St. Augustin, Lib. de Heres. 
ce. 46. The words which Mr. Faber: so gladly catches up, 
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“ because the separation of one and the same mystery cannot 
“ take place without great sacrilege,” do not mean that receiving 
under one. kind only, would involve us in grievous sacrilege, but 
that the opinion of the Manichees, in abstaining from the chalice, 
could not be proceeded upon in the reception of one kind, with- 
out grievous heresy and sacrilege. Thus the decree of Gelasius 
makes nothing against us, if we take it, as Mr. Faber himself 
does, as directed against the “ sacrilegious miscreants,” the 
Manicheans. But as he quotes the words from Gratian, why 
did he not inform his readers how Gratian understood them ? 
It would have been candid at least, though it might not have 
been exactly to his purpose, had he mentioned that Gratian 
considered these words of Gelasius as directed against certain 
priests, who received the sacred host alone, when they celebrated 
Mass. Gelasius wonders at this, and orders them to receive 
both kinds, because it is sacrilegious to separate the sacred 
mysteries.* If this be the real meaning, it is foreign to the 
question before us, namely, that of lay communion. 

But after all, the authenticity of this Epistle of Gelasius is 
very doubtful; it is not found in his genuine works; it was 
never quoted before the twelfth century ; and, as Dr. Hawarden 
remarks, Gratian and Metaphrastes are of pretty equal authority. 
Yet our valiant sophist makes one thing mean another, makes 
decrees in particular circumstances appear universal and unalter- 
able, and with partial or uncertain scraps of decrees of discipline, 
affects astonishment at Dr. Trevern’s assurance in defending the 
immutability of the Catholic Church in matter of faith, “ with 
“such naked historical facts as these staring him in the face.” 
He brings me in likewise, in a note, as “not a whit behind my 
“Gallican master in absolute defiance of testimony, for certain 
“statements in my Defence against Blanco White, on the subject 
“of St. Peter’s See, at Rome.” I shall be ready, when I come 
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_ * Erant quidam sacerdotes, qui ordine debito consecrabant corpus et 
-Sanguinem Christi : corpus sumebant, sed a sanguine abstinebant. De quo 
miratur Gelasius, et dicit se nescire, qua superstitione hoc faciebant ; et 
' precipit, ut aut ambo sacramenta, sicut consecrant, et accipiant ; aut ab 


utrisque cessent ; quia in sacrificante unum sine altero accipere, sacrilegium 
est.—Apud Gratianum. | 
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to the Rector’s Chapter III. to speak to this accusation, and will 
not thrust in here what has no connexion with the matter 
before us. | 

Our valiant Quixote must tilt at some more windreillae 
fancying them giants. “'The Council of Trent decreed: that 
‘the person who should censure the practice of not celebrating 
«« Mass in the vulgar tongue is accursed. Scripture forbids the 
“celebration of divine service in an unknown language.” Hence 
Mr. Faber would conclude that the Council contradicted Scrip- 
ture. He refers to 1 Corinth, xiv. 1-26, leaving it to be 
supposed that St. Paul has censured the practice in question 
in. the first twenty-six verses of the chapter. The Apostle 
has not done so, either there, or in any other part of his 
Epistles. In chapter xiv. he censures, as far as verse 14, 
the practice of prophesying, that is, preaching, exhorting and 
teaching, in an unknown tongue, in the assemblies of the 
faithful. As it is well known that we invariably use the vulgar 
tongue in these exercises, the first fourteen verses are cited by 
Mr. Faber without any rational application. From the 14th 
verse, the Apostle censures praying and blessing i in an unknown 
tongue : but it is evident that his censure is directed against that 
vain ostentation of the gift of tongues which some of the early 
Christians were fond of displaying in their assemblies, so as to 
cause great confusion and disedification. He speaks not against 
the use of an unknown tongue in the public authorised liturgy; 
for as the service among the Corinthians was in Greek, their 
own vernacular language, there was no abuse in the public liturgy 
of which St. Paul could have complained: but the abuse of 
which he did complain, was that those who had received the gift 
of tongues, that they might instruct and edify others, used them 
in such manner as to cause only confusion and disedification. 
St. Paul does not forbid the celebration of divine service in an 
unknown language; but the interruption of divine service, and 
the disedification of the assembled faithful by unintelligible dis- 
plays of the gift of tongues. He does not forbid the use of 
unknown tongues in circumstances where they might instruct 
and edify; for in verse 39, he expressly says :. forbid not to speak 
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with tongues : but he checks an abuse which the Catholic Church 
has ever condemned. Since then the Scripture does not contain 
one word concerning the ‘public liturgy or a set form of prayer 
addressed to God alone, the Council of Trent has not contra- 
dicted Scripture'in confirming the disciplinary regulation of the 
Catholic Church, forbidding the celebration of the divine rhcaniern 
in the vulgar tongue. 

Come we now to’ the Rector’s ninth stumbling block. | He 
says: “The Council of Trent decreed, that the souls of the 
“faithful, after death, pass into purgatory, ere they pass 
“into heaven.” ‘But’ he contends from Holy Scripture that 
those who die’in the Lord are blessed, and rest from their 
labours: that Lazarus passed “into that portion of Hades or 
“the separate state which is denominated Abraham’s bosom :” 
while the rich man was confined in “a dungeon of fearful 
“ prelibatory punishment to receive its completion in Gehenna.” 
If Mr. Faber had been more accurate in exhibiting what the 
Council really did decree concerning purgatory, he would 
assuredly have found no opposition between her decree and the 
language of Holy Scripture. He refers to Session VI. Canon 
30th, which is as’ follows: “If any one shall say that after 
“having received the grace of justification, the guilt of every 
“ repenting sinner is so’ remitted, and the sentence of eternal 
“ punishment removed, ‘that there remains no debt of temporal 
“ punishment to be paid, either in this world, or in purgatory in 
“ the world to come, before he can be admitted to the kingdom 
“of heaven, let him be anathema.” His other reference is to 
Session XXV. which opens with an express decree concerning 
purgatory, the following words of which alone need be quoted: 
“This synod has now recently declared, that there is a purga- 
“ tory, and that the souls there detained are helped by the 
“suffrages of the faithful, but principally by the acceptable 
“ sacrifice of the altar.” Thus his own references shew, not that 
all the faithful pass into purgatory, but that some are detained 
there for lesser sins, or satisfaction still due to God’s justice. 

- But Mr. Faber will contend that according to Scripture, 
all who die in the Lord are immediately at rest, witness 
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Lazarus in Abraham’s bosom. I am not disposed to ques-— 
tion that Lazarus was immediately at rest ; but does it follow 
that all the just must be happy immediately after death ? 
Is it proved from the text cited from Revelations xiv. 13— 
Write, blessed are the dead who die in the Lord. From 
henceforth now, saith the Spirit, that they may rest from 
their labours : for their works follow them? By no means: 
for this passage is very differently understood by the ablest.com- 

mentators. By those who die in the Lord, are probably meant 
the martyrs, as even Calvin understood it : and undoubtedly 
they pass into immediate happiness. Others interpret it of the 
perfectly just, who die without any defilement of even venial sin, 
or any satisfaction due for past mortal sins repented. of, and 
pardoned ; and such pass unquestionably into immediate bliss. 
But if, though just, they die with the least stain of lesser sin, 
they must pass through some previous expiation, since we learn 
from the same Book of the Apocalypse, chap. xxi. v. 27, that 
into heaven there shail not enter any thing defiled. But again, the 
just even in purgatory sufficiently accomplish this text. They are 
blessed because they are certain of eternal happiness: and they 
are at rest from their labours endured in this life, their trials, mor- 
tifications, persecutions, and arduous exertions to persevere in 
virtue ; and they rest in certain hope of glory everlasting. Thus 
nothing can be legitimately inferred from this text in opposition 
to the Council of Trent on. Purgatory. ἷ 

I have said that from the particular example of Lazarus 
passing at once into Abraham’s bosom, no argument can be 
drawn for the beatification of all the just immediately after 
death. With respect to the opposite fate of the rich man, we 
grant that he was not in purgatory, though a namesake. of the 
Rector’s, Joannes Faber Stapulensis, was of that.opinion. . The 
holy Fathers uniformly understood that the. ales glutton was’ 
tormented in hell. 

But I must here notice a il unwarrantable notion, 
which I am surprised to find adopted by Mr. Faber, that 
the Greek ἼΑδης does not mean Hell, but some separate place of 
punishment for the soul preparatory to Gehenna, or the final. 
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place of endless torment after the re-union of the soul and body, 
which we commonly denominate Hell. He imagines a distinc- 
tion between the state both of wicked and just before the last 
day, whom he supposes to be in separate portions of what he 
calls Hades, and their state after the final judgment, where the 
just will be in Heaven, and the reprobate in Gehenna. All this 
is solemn trifling, and totally unfounded. It is true that before 
- the coming of our Blessed Redeemer, Heaven was totally closed, 
and the souls of the just were detained in a place of preparatory 
rest and comparative felicity, which in the parable is designated 
as Abraham’s bosom, and which we usually call the Limbus 
Patrum, or in English, Limbo. But when Christ our Lord 
ascended, he carried up with him the souls who had been there 
detained, and now the just who are perfectly free from every 
defilement are certainly admitted to Heaven. Thus St. Augus- 
tine expressly says, to the total discomfiture of the Rector’s 
singular theory : “ Abraham’s bosom is a place of rest, in which, 
“after death, were received and are now received all those who 
“ imitate the faith and piety of Abraham: what before Christ 
“ was limbo, after Christ is heaven, which is the paradise of the 
“ blessed.”* And that nothing can be argued in favour of this 
novel doctrine, from the use of the expression ἐν τῷ &dn, the 
same St. Augustin, with others of the holy Fathers, uses the 
word Gehenna in speaking of this very parable : “'Totum divitis 
“corpus flammis gehenne consumitur.”+ I am warranted, 
‘therefore, in the conclusion that, in its decrees on the subject of 
‘Purgatory, the Council: of Trent has not contradicted Holy 
Scripture. 

_ We have to examine three more alleged contradictions. The 
Council of Trent decreed that the old Latin Vulgate was a ver- 
‘sion of the Holy Scriptures, authentic and canonical : but Popes 
‘Sixtus V. and Clement VIII. published corrected editions of the 
Vulgate : therefore they undervalued and contradicted the infal- 
_ * “Sinus Abrahe est locus quietis, in quo post mortem recipiebantur, et 
“etiamnum recipiuntur omnes imitatores fidei et pietatis Abrahe : qui 
“ante Christum limbus patrum, post Christum est ceelum, quod est 


“ἢ paradisus beatorum.”—S. Aue. Lib 4, de anima et ejus origine, Cap. 16. 
t 5. Auc. Serm. 227. See also St. Curysostom, Serm. 122. 
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lible decree of the Council. This is the substance of our 
author’s objection, borrowed from his masters, Mosheim and 
Stillingfleet. The case is truly stated thus. The Council of 
Trent, considering it necessary to determine for the faithful 
which among the numerous Latin versions of the time was to be 
depended upon as. authentic, decreed that the old Vulgate, 
approved by long use in the Church through so many centuries, 
was to be considered authentic, and that no one should dare or 
presume to reject it. But, as if it was not in Mr. Faber’s 
nature to represent any one Catholic decree or practice fairly, he 
accuses Sixtus V. of publishing this “immaculate authentic 
version” with sundry corrections, and also Clement VIII. of 
further improving the already “ immaculate and authentic ver- 
sion.” Let the rash Rector keep his sneers for a version nearer 
home, to which they are far more applicable ; and where mac- 
curacy is of more vital consequence, since the Book is the sole 
rule of faith. His sarcasms here only betray his ignorance ; for 
he ought to have known that the Council never pronounced or 
intended to pronounce the Vulgate immaculate ; but that it was 
faithful and true in all that related to faith and morals, and as 
such, to be preferred before all other Latin versions. To this 
day it is not to be considered immaculate, that is, free from all 
inaccuracies, and incapable of improvement. Bellarmine owns 
that many things in it might yet be amended. The Council 
made no comparison of the Vulgate with the original texts, or 
with the Greek Septuagint : it may therefore always be further 
corrected by proper authority, after diligent examination of 
the original sources from which it was translated. The 
Council declared it authentic, that is, to be relied upon as 
substantially faithful in all controversies on faith or morality ; 
for so the Church had long practically approved it, by con- 
stantly making use of it for many centuries. It must be 
remembered, that among the faults corrected by Sixtus V. and 
Clement VIII. there is not one affecting either faith or morals. 
But as to its being declared perfectly immaculate, that is an 
artful interpolation of Mr. Faber’s; and I return it to its 
owner. 
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The poor Rector having nearly exhausted his charges against 
the infallibility of general Councils, becomes weaker and weaker 
in his allegations. The one I have now to notice is perfectly 
puerile and absurd. The Council of Trent is accused of “ splen- 
did inconsistency,” for having at one time decreed that the Mass 
is offered for the dead in Christ not fully purified, and at another 
that Extreme Unction “ washes out the remains of sin, and effec- 
“tually cleanses us from those faults which might still require to 
“be expiated.” Itis incumbent upon a writer of controversy 
above all others to understand what he is writing about, which 
im this case, and many others, Mr. Faber certainly does not. 
For assuredly there is no contradiction in saying that the Mass 
is offered for the relief of the dead in Christ not fully purified, 
even if Extreme Unction were to produce what Mr. Faber 
supposes. All that die in Christ do not receive Extreme 
Unction; all who do receive it may not be at the time so 
fervently disposed as to have its effects in their full extent; and 
thus the Mass might be offered for such persons without any 
contradiction of the efficiency of that sacrament. The Council 
only declares that Mass is offered for those not fully purified, 
but God alone knows who they are; the Mass is offered as 
being applicable to all who stand in need of it. Where then is 
the “ splendid inconsistency?” 

Mr. Faber, however, is quite mistaken as to the meaning of 
the decree concerning the effects of Extreme Unction. The 
Council declares that “it washes away whatever sins may yet 
“remain to be expiated, as also the remains of sin.” The 
meaning of which is, as understood by all our divines, that 
Extreme Unction, when worthily received, remits sins as to 
their guilt, and takes away those effects of sin, the languor and 
infirmity, the depraved disposition to evil and other miseries 
which it brings upon the soul, which the Council calls “the 
“remains of sin;” but not that these and other temporal punish- 
ments are so entirely removed that none remain; for this would 
be quite incompatible with the condition of this life. 

Thus then, as the dead in Christ do not always receive 
Extreme Unction, or if they do, may not always receive its 
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effects in their full extent, or even if they do so receive them, © 
may still depart this life not fully purified, the Council justly 
pronounced the Mass to be offered for the dead in Christ; and 
the Rector’s pompous charges of “ splendid inconsistency” may 
return, like the rest, to his own special custody. 
The Rector seems himself tolerably exhausted with working 
out his dozen imaginary conciliar contradictions; for in the last 
which I have now to dissipate, he leaves me to perfect his own 
objection. He finds the Council of Trent contradicting the 
primitive Church, by decreeing that the books of Tobit, Judith, | 
Kcclesiasticus, Baruch and the First and Second Macchabees 
are divinely inspired and canonical books of Holy Scripture. 
This is a very slovenly exhibition: for he should have added the © 
Book of Wisdom, and certain chapters of Daniel. “ But the 
“‘ primitive Church,” continues Mr. Faber, “as we learn from 
“the distinct and concurring testimony of Melito and Cyril and 
“ Ruffinus and Jerome, and Epiphanius and Athanasius, rejected 
“ the apocryphal books from the Canon of Scripture; and with 
“the temporary exception of the Epistle of Baruch appended to 
“the Book of Jeremiah, reckoned up the canonical books of the 
“Old Testament, precisely as the Jews have always done, and 
“‘ the reformed Churches still continue to do.” | 
Whatever Mr. Faber may persuade himself of the opposition 
of the Council of Trent to the primitive Church, the truth is, 
that the Council was guided in its decision by the principles so 
well laid down by St. Augustin: “In canonical Scripture, let 
“ (the Christian) follow the authority of the far greater number 
“ of the Catholic churches. He will therefore adhere to this 
“ὁ method in the canonical Scriptures, to prefer those which are 
ἐς received by all the churches, before those which some do not 
“receive. But among those which are not received by all, to 
“ give the preference to those which the greater number and the 
“more important churches receive, before those which are 
“ retained by churches less in number and authority. The whole 
« Canon of Scripture about which we have directed this discri- 
“ mination to be observed, is contained in the following books ;”* 
* §. Aue. Lib. De Doctrina Christiana, ¢. 8. 
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and he then adds the same canonical books as are confirmed by 
the decree of Trent. It is plain that St. Augustin knew this to 
be the Canon received by most of the churches, and by those of 
the greatest authority, plures gravioresque. 

St. Innocent I. Pope, in the year 405, enumerated the same 
Canon, in his epistle to Exuperius, as being proved by the pre- 
served series of time.* 

Pope Gelasius, in a Council at Rome, in 494, enumerated the 
same canonical books as the Council of Trent. 

The Greek Church has always received the same books as 
canonical; and when invited to join the Protestants, they 
returned this answer from their Council at Jerusalem, under the 
Patriarch Dositheus, in 1670. “ We judge all these canonical, 
“and declare them to be Holy Scripture, because ancient 
“ custom, or rather the Catholic Church, delivered them to us.” 

When Mr. Faber takes upon himself to assert so confidently 
that the primitive Church rejected what the Church of England 
calls the Apocryphal Books, he forgets what he must have read 
in his former course of “ doggedly” reading the holy Fathers, of 
which he has elsewhere spoken with symptoms of self-congratu- 
lation. It would be well to go through them again, to refresh 
his memory; and he may make the following useful memoranda 
for his particular notice, as he proceeds. 


THE BOOK OF TOBIT OR TOBIAS 


was cited as canonical Scripture by the following early authorities: 


3rd Century—St. Clement of Alexandria—Lid. vi. Stromatum, p. 791. 
St. Calixtus—Epist. 2. 
St. Cyprian—Lid. de Opere et Eleemos, et Lib. iii, ad Quirinum. 
Origen—Epist. ad Julium Africanum. 
4th Century—St. Ambrose—Lidb. de Tobia. Cap. 1. 
St. Basil—Oration. de Avaritia, 
St. Chrysostom—Hom, 12 in Epist. ad Hebra@os. 
5th Century—St. Augustin—In Speculo, εἰ Lib. ii. de doct. Christiana. Cap. 8. 


* “ Quid sequendum .... custodita series temporum probaret.” 
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THE BOOK OF JUDITH 


3d Century—St. Clement of Alexandria—Lid. iv. Stromat. 
Origen—Tom. iii. in Joannem. 
Tertullian—Lidb. de Monogamia. Cap. 17. 
Julius Africanus—Lib. i. de part. divine legis. 
4th Century—St. Ambrose—Lid. iii. de Officiis et Lib. de Viduis. 
St. Jerom—Pref. in Judith et Epist. ad Furiam. 
St. Athanasius—In Synopsi (attributed to St. Athanasius.) 
5th Century—St. Augustin—Lid. ii. Doct. de Christ. Cap. 8. 


THE BOOK OF WISDOM. 


tst Century—St. Clement—E pist. ad Corinth. Cap. 3, et xxviii. 
2nd Century—St. Melito—Epist. ad Onesimum, apud Euseb. Lib. iv. Cap. 26. 
St. Irenzeus—Lid. iv. adv. Hereses. Cap. 75. 
3rd Century—St. Clement Alex.—Lid. ii. Pedag. Cap. 8. Lib. ii. Cap. 1. et 
Stromatum. Lib. vi. pag. 787. 
Origen—In Ev. Joan. Tom: xiii. xx. xxviii. xxxii. 
St. Cyprian—Lid. de habitu Virg. Serm. de Mortal. Cap. 8. et 
Testim. Lib. 15. adv. Jud@os. Cap. 14. 
4th Century—St. Cyril of Jerusalem—Catech. ix. ἢ. 2, et 16, xii. m.5, xv. 
nm. 18, Xvi. m. 19. 
St. Basil—Lidb. v. Contra Eunomium. 
St. Hilary—In Psalm cxxvii. 
_ St. Epiphanius—In Heres. Anomeorum. 
St. Jerom—In Hieremiam. Cap. 19. 
Lactantius—Lid. iv. de vera Sap. Cap. 16. 
5th Century—St. Augustin—Lié. i. de Predestin. Cap. 14. 
St. Cyril of Alexandria—Lié. ii. in Julianum. 


THE BOOK OF ECCLESIASTICUS. 


Ist Century—St. Clement—Epist. ad Corinthios. Cap. 9. 
3rd Century—St. Clement Alexand.—Lié. i. Ped. Cap.8, 10. Lid. ii. Cap. 2, 
et Lib. v. Stromat. Cap. 5. 
Origen—Homil. 8 in Num. Hom. i. in Judic. Hom. 9 in Ezech. 
et in Joannem, Tom. xiii. xxxii. δὲ Contra Celsum. Tid. viii. 
Tertullian—De Evhortat. Castit. Cap. 2. 
St. Callixtus—Epist. i. 
St. Fabian—Epist. ii. 
St. Cyprian—De opere et eleemosyna, De Mortal. n. 6, et 
Testim, Lib. ii. Adv. Jude@os. Cap. 1. 
4th Century—Eusebius—Lid. viii. Prep. Cap. 2. 
St. Ambrose—De bono Mortis. Cap. 8, et De Fide, Lib. iv. c. 4. 
St. Basil—In Cap. 8, Isate. Hom. iii. In illud. attende tibi ipsi. 
St. Ephrem—Adv. mulier. improbas. Serm. de eo qui caret 
patientia. ’ 


‘ 


SECTION ΤΙ. INFALLIBILITY. 71 


4th py Cantenynanhy Cyril of Sliaelissttiob vi. n. 4, ix. 2.6, xi n. 19, 
xiii. n. 8 δὲ. 35. 
St. Macarius of Egypt—Homil/. x. 
St. Gregory Nazianzen—Orat. 2, contra Julian. 
St. Gregory of Nyssa—Homil. 3. in Eccles. 
St. Epiphanius—In Ancorato et in heres. Anomeorum. 
St. Jerom—Epist. 34, ad Julianum. 
St. Chrysostom—Hom. 33, ad popul. 
St. Gaudentius—Trac¢. 13. 
5th Century—St. Augustin—Lid. ii. de doct. Christ. Cap. 8. Ep. 248, ae 
Lib. 7, de Genes. ad lit. C. 28, et de cura pro mortuis, C. 28. 
et ad Orosium contra Priscill. 


THE BOOK OF BARUCH 


Is either quoted separately, or as a part of Jeremias, by 


3rd Century—St. Clement Alex.— Lib. i. Pedag. C.10, Lid. ti. C. 3. 
St. Cyprian—Testim. Lid. ii. adv. Jud@os. Cap 6. 
4th Century—St. Cyril of Jerusalem—Catech. ii. n. 17, xi. ἢ. 15. 
Eusebius—Lib. vi. Demonst. Cop. 19. 
St. Basil—Lid. iv. in Eunomium. 
St. Hilary—Pref. com. in Psalm. 
St. Ambrose—Ser. 18, in Ps. exviii. Lib. 1 de Fide. C. 2. 
St. Chrysostom—In Orat. quod Christus sit Deus, contra gentes. 
5th Century—St. Cyril of Alexandria—Lid. x. in Julian. 


THE BOOK OF DANIEL 


Is continually cited by the holy Fathers without any exception 
against the portions rejected by the Church of England. But 
the History of Susanna is especially attested by 


ord Century—Origen—Epist. ad Jul. Africanum. 
Tertullian—Lid. de Corona Militis. 
᾿ St. Cyprian—Ser. de Orat. Dominica, et pluribus aliis locis. 
Ath Century—St. Cyril of Jerusalem—Catech. xvi. ἢ. 31. 
ἴῃς St. Athanasius—In Synopsi (attributed το. him.) 
abe St. Basil—Lib. de Sp. Sancto. Cap. 30. 
Ruffinus—Lié. ii. adv. Hieron. 
“bth Century—St. Augustin—Lid. de pred. SS. Cap. 14. Lib. ii. Doct. Christ. 
Cap. 8, et xviii. de Civitate Dei. 


‘THE FIRST AND SECOND BOOKS OF MACCHABEES. 


ord alam Clement. Alex.— Lid. v. Stromatum. 
Origen—In Ev. Joan. Tom.x. xiii. | 
St. Cyprian—LEpist. ad Fortunatum, xi. Apostolic Canons. 
Can. 85. 
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4th Century—St. Gregory Naz.—Orat. de Macchabais. 
St. Ambrose—Lid. ii. de Job. C. 10, 11, 12, et Lib. i. Offie. 
Cap. 40, 41. 
St. Chrysostom—Orat. de 7 Macchab. 
5th Century—St. Augustin—Lid. xviii. de Civ. Dei. Cap. 36, et Lib. ii. 
contra Epist. Gaudentii. Cap. 23. 


Here will be a little employment for the industrious Rector ; 
and when he has carefully looked up these venerable κυ μουν 
I venture to hope that he will not again hazard the rash 
accusation that the Council of Trent contradicted the primitive 
Church in her decree on the canon of the Holy Scriptures. 

Mr. Faber refers to St. Melito, Bishop of Sardes, in the 
second century, to St. Cyril, Ruffinus, SS. Jerom, Epiphanius, 
and Athanasius as having rejected the Books now considered 
apocryphal by the Church of England. These authorities, even 
if well established, would weigh but little against so many other 
early authorities, and the traditions of great churches. They 
would only prove, at most, that some of the early Fathers made 
a distinction between the Books of the Jewish Canon and the 
others ; but it would by no means prove that they did not hold 
the latter to be Holy Scripture. St. Melito travelled into the 
East to ascertain from the Jews of Palestine what Books 
constituted their genuine canon; and by his subsequent list of 
Books ὁμολογουμένων or uncontroverted, it follows that the others 
were disputed, and that all were not agreed in the first ages as 
to the number of canonical Books. St. Epiphanius enumerates, 
in like manner those Books about which all were agreed; but 
at the same time he does not adhere to the canon of the Church 
of England, for he cites as inspired Scripture the Books of 
Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus. St. Jerom, it is true, says that the 
Church reads Judith, Tobias and the Macchabees, but not as 
canonical Scripture; and that she reads Wisdom and Ecclesi- 
asticus for edification, but not as authorities to confirm points of 
doctrine. But the holy Father's meaning was simply this: 
that as all the particular churches did not place these Books upon 
an equality with those styled proto-canonical, they would not be 
of great authority against those who deemed them apocryphal. 
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The same answer equally applies to the words of Ruffinus, 
which are almost literally the same. But Saint. Jerom himself 
venerated them as canonical Scripture ; and quotes as such both 
Wisdom and Ecclesiasticus.* 

It appears, therefore, that the Canon of the Catholic Church 
is conformable to those of the principal primitive Churches, and 
that consequently the Council of Trent was justified in confirming 
it, and cannot be accused of contradicting the primitive Church. 
We allow that many early Fathers followed the Jewish Canon, 
as the Church had not then pronounced, or had not authori+ 
tatively compared the traditions of the Western with those of 
the Eastern Churches. But the Fathers never doubted the 
authority of the Church to add other Books to the Jewish Canon : 
indeed they often quoted others as divine and_ inspired. 
Protestants, whose sole rule is the written Word, are much 
more concerned in this matter than Catholics, who have a sure 
authority to decide for them. It is their affair, and not ours, to 
examine whether Jewish tradition is of sufficient authority for 
the reception of Books as divine in the Christian religion. And 
it is still further their business to defend their own inconsistency 
in receiving the Canon of the Jews, transmitted through the 
Fathers, and at the same time blaming those venerable authorities 
for quoting the other Books as sacred and inspired. _ 

- But enough I trust has been Said to satisfy the candid reader 
that Mr. Faber has not in any one instance established a charge 
against a general Council, of practical contradictoriness either to 
Scripture, or to the primitive Church, or to themselves, or to other 
Councils similarly circumstanced, which he undertook to do, 
with such grandiloquent formality. I have passed over his 
mighty Jordan, whose waters fled away before the ark of truth ; 
and leaving my twelve monumental stones to replace his twelve 
objections, I proceed to fight my way against his further 


Opposition. 


᾿ς * From Wispom, chap. iii. ‘‘ Dicente Scriptura, in malevolam animam 
non intrabit sapientia.”"—Comment. in Cap. 18 Jerem. . 

__ From Eccuiestasticus xxii. “ Divina Scriptura loquitur : Musica in luctu 
“importuna narratio,”—Epist. 34 ad Julianum. ἱ 
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Josue, as he walked in the field of Jericho, saw a man of 
formidable appearance, standing over against him with a drawn 
sword ; he was a prince of the host of the Lord: but Mr. Faber 
makes avery sorry figure for our next encounter. He flourishes 
his pen and says: “ Let us next proceed to the testimony of 
“ὁ certain of the Fathers in regard to points, which immediately 
“ involve the conciliar infallibility maintained by the advocates 
“ οὗ the Latin Church.” He is now to produce testimonies 
from the holy Fathers in support of “the sole authority of 
“5 Scripture as a rule of faith, and to the fallibility of all Councils 
“ whether provinciai or ecumenical.” Aware of the difficulty of 
such an undertaking, he finds it the best policy to prepare for it, 
by interpreting in his own way, what he calls the “ Romish 
“ doctrine of Tradition.” It would be too hazardous an experi- 
ment to leave the Fathers to the plain sense of the reader, 
though the Holy Scriptures may be unceremoniously thus com- 
mitted: better to give the reader a key to the due interpreta- 
tion of these perplexing Fathers. | 

St. Ireneus is first complimented by the courteous Rector 
upon his having insisted, about the year 175, upon the uniformity 
of apostolic Tradition in all the churches. Romanists, he says, 
eagerly apply the words of St. Irenzeus to Tradition inthis sense: 
but the ingenious Rector assures us that Tradition in the mouth 
of Irenzus, and in the mouth of a Latin, are things widely dif- 
ferent. Irenzus meant the oral delivery of what is written in 
the Bible: but the Roman Church means by Tradition “ a con- 
“ current and co-equal supplement to Scripture.” The ancients, 
if we are to believe Mr. Faber, recognised nothing of Tradition 
in our sense, excepting some “ trifling or unessential ceremonies,” 
such as the sign of the cross extolled by Tertullian. The 
Gnostics indeed insisted upon “ a concurrent supplemental oral 
“ Tradition,” the very same as that of the Latins, but Irenzus 
testifies “in the very strongest terms against this bastard sup- 
plemental Tradition ;” yet with all this evidence before their 
eyes, our writers “unblushingly, on the pretended venerable 
“ authority of Irenzeus, propagate among the ignorant or the 
“ indolent or the unwary,’ the pernicious error that the Father 
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“vouches for the reception of points of Catholic belief and 
“ practice not committed to writing in the Holy Scriptures.” 
With such a precious gloss, the wily Rector hopes to enlist a 
a good number of the Fathers against Tradition. Let us examine 
with what foundation. 

Tradition was a favourite point with St. Irenzeus, and his 
peremptory argument against all heretics. Something must be 
done, thought the Rector, to evade the force of this Father, or I 
shall fail in the very outset. He boldly then asserts, that by 
Tradition St. Irenzeus means “ the oral delivery of the self-same 
“ matters, which the Bible delivers in writing.” This is a very 
noble assertion ; but Mr. Faber forgets to give any proof: and 
for lack of proof, his assertion is worth just nothing. We grant 
indeed that Tradition never delivered any matters contradictory 
to those written in the Bible; and in that sense it is true to 
call it the oral delivery of the self-same matters. But the 
Rector assumes that Tradition delivered no other matters ; and 
such an assumption is wholly unfounded. If St. renzeus speaks 
of nations who had received the faith, without being acquainted 
with writing, and in a brief enumeration of the leading articles 
of their belief, mentions none on which the Scriptures are silent, 
this makes nothing in favour of Mr. Faber’s bold proposition, 
though he brings it forward as a triumphant proof. For surely 
Mr. Faber does not suppose that those converted barbarians 
were taught those matters only which St. Ireneus enumerates, 
namely, the unity of God, the incarnation, passion, resurrection, 
ascension, and future coming to judgment of our Blessed — 
Saviour to save the good, and sentence the wicked to eternal 
fire.* What, Mr. Faber! did they learn nothing of the Blessed 
Trinity, of the Holy Ghost, of Baptism, of the Sacraments? If 


_ * The following are the exact words of the Holy Father: “ In unum 
** Deum credentes fabricatorem cceli et terre, et omnilum que in eis sunt, 
τ per Christum Jesum Dei Filium: qui propter eminentissimam erga 
Ἢ figmentum suum dilectionem, eam que esset ex Virgine generationem 
_, Sustinuit, ipse per se hominem adunans Deo, et passus sub Pontio Pilato, 
_, © resurgens, et in charitate receptus, in gloria venturus Salvator eorum 
8 salvantur, et judex eorum qui judicantur, et mittens in ignem zeternum 

transfiguratores veritatis, et contemptores Patris sui et adventus ejus.”— 
Lib. Ill. adv. Hareses, Cap. 4. 
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they were taught these, how will you prove that they did not 
learn other points also, not written in the Bible, but handed 
down by Tradition? Mr. Faber’s attempt, therefore, to estab- 
lish his assumption, from the brief enumeration of St. Ireneeus, 
is sovereignly ridiculous, and turns fatally against himself. : 

But the Rector will rally, and assure us that at least the 
ancients. recognised nothing of Tradition in the sense of the 
Church of Rome, “ except in the way of trifling or unessential 
ceremonies,” such as the sign of the cross, and the like. But at 
least we may suppose that they recognised the Holy Scriptures. 
And Mr. Faber, having just before accused the Council of Trent 
of contradicting the primitive Church as to the Canon of Scrip- 
ture, of course believes that the primitive Church had settled 
her Canon, by receiving some Books and rejecting others. Then 
I should be glad to know whether the primitive Church 
* recognised nothing of Tradition” here. A belief in the Scrip- 
tures must have been a fundamental and primary article of 
faith, preached to the first converts to Christianity. But this 
could not have been written in the Scriptures: they could 
neither testify their own authenticity nor canonicity. Conse- 
quently, the first preachers did deliver other matters besides 
those which the Bible delivers in writing: and this of itself 
proves that Tradition, in the mouth of St. Irenzeus, means what 
Catholics have always understood by that expression. But 
there are many more points of belief which Protestants hold as 
well as ourselves ; and which Mr. Faber will allow to have been 
held by the primitive Church ; but which are no where written 
in the Scriptures. Such are the following. The number of the 
Sacraments ; the validity and necessity of Infant Baptism ; the 
validity of Baptism conferred by heretics; the certainty that 
washing of the feet is not a Sacrament, nor necessary to be 
observed, though the Scripture seems plainly to teach both ; 
that we may eat blood and things strangled, though the 
Scripture expressly forbids both ; that we may work on the 
Saturday, and that we must sanctify the Sunday, though 
the Scripture forbids the former, and no where enjoins the 
latter; that the Blessed Virgin Mary always remained a 
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virgin. Who with the knowledge of these truths, would be 
bold enough to assert that Tradition, in the mouth of St. 
Irenzeus, meant only the oral delivery of Bible matters? Mr. 
Faber knows well that Tradition in the mouth of that holy 
Father meant the same as in the mouths of the Apostles, and the 
apostolic men before him. He knows too that no part of the 
New Testament was written for at least eight years after our 
Lord’s ascension ; during which time the Gospel had made very 
considerable progress. He knows further that whole nations 
were converted, and lived in the Christian religion without any 
Bibles at all. When therefore the Apostles and apostolic men 
referred to Tradition, it is evident that they referred to the 
doctrines preached and delivered by word of mouth, without any 
allusion to what had been written here or there, by this or that 
Apostle, and scattered about, as the Gospels and Epistles were 
in different churches often widely apart from each other. To 
pretend that St. Ireneus referred only to matters written in the 
Bible, is really so provokingly ridiculous, that the reader may 
well laugh with all his soul at such a conceit. 

Yet this most honourable controvertist soberly affirms that 
the ancients recognised nothing of Tradition “ except in the 
“‘ way of a few trifling or unessential ceremonies,’ such as the 
sign of the cross, of which he predicates as follows: “So long 
“as this practice be used simply to indicate, that we profess to 
“know nothing save Jesus Christ and him crucified: it is 
“ perfectly harmless, though in no wise obligatory. But, if it 
“be industriously used for the purpose of scaring away devils 
“and the like, it then becomes a contemptible and mischievous 
“ superstition.” 

_ What this man coldly styles “a trifling or unessential cere- 


ον was very differently esteemed by venerable antiquity. 


Tertullian testifies that the Christians signed themselves with 
the sign of the cross of Christ at every principal action of the 
day. Who but the frigid Rector of Long Newton would not 
recognise in this observance a fervent and significant act of piety, 
a devout symbolical act of faith; nota “ trifling ceremony,” nor 
merely one “ perfectly bgeaitena” but one almost essential to 
the profession of the religion of Jesus Christ crucified ? 
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For “what is the sign of the cross,” asks the devout St. 
Augustin, “ which all know, but the cross of Christ? If that 
“ὦ sign be not used either on the foreheads of the faithful, or on 
“ the very water with which they are regenerated, or the oil of 
* chrism with which they are anointed, or at the sacrifice by 
“ which they are fed, none of those things are rightly performed.” * 
How can any man, pretending veneration for Christian antiquity, | 
dare to speak lightly of a ceremony, which the first Christians | 
not only held so sacred, but deemed so essential? Above all, 
how dares such a man pronounce the use of that sacred sign 
against evil spirits, “ a contemptible and mischievous supersti- 
“tion?” He knows, or he ought to know, that the holy Fathers” 
were of a very different opinion. St. John Chrysostom in ἃς 
stream of magnificent eloquence, proves the very divinity off 1 
Christ against the Gentiles, from the continual and universal - 
use of the sign of the cross among Christians, the cross having 
thus become the most glorious symbol from having been the 
most infamous instrument of punishment.t The same holy 
Father says, that this most holy sign was marked by the piety 
of the faithful, even on cattle infected by disease, and on the 
bodies of those infested by devils.t St. Asterius, contemporary 
with St. Chrysostom, testifies in like manner that the Christians © 
used to mark diseased animals with the figure of the 
Blessed Virgin in an attitude of supplication, and “ over 
her head appears that sign which Christians “ adore, and 
“mark upon themselves by the command of the law.”’|| Are 
then the venerable Fathers Chrysostom and Asterius to be 
denounced as approvers of a contemptible and mischievous 
superstition; or is the conceited Rector of Long Newton to be 
found guilty either of gross ignorance or wilful perversion of the 
spirit of that venerable antiquity, to which he for ever puts forth 
his empty and pompous appeal? Theodoret speaks of “ Greeks, 
“ Romans, and Barbarians, professing a crucified God, and 
“ venerating the sign of the cross:’{] but the Rector of Long 


* Tract. 118 in Joan. versus finem. 
+ Lib. contra Judzos et Gentes—Quod Christus sit Deus. 
t Hom. ΙΧ]. —Tom. vi. 
| st. aes in S. Euphebiam., 
4“ Serm. VI. contra Grecos. 
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Newton stands up and calls its use in some cases a “ contempti- 
“ ble and mischievous superstition,’ and at best a trifling cere- 
mony, perfectly harmless, and in nowise obligatory. This may 
be the theology of Long Newton; but let it not be proclaimed 
as the doctrine of antiquity. Let St. Cyril of Jerusalem teach 
him that the sign of the cross was triumphantly used “ for the 
“ purpose of scaring away devils.” ‘The holy Father has these 
remarkable words: “ Let us not blush at the cross of Christ. 
But if another conceals it, do you form and bear it openly on 
“your forehead, that the devils seeing the royal standard may 
“fly far from you and tremble. But make this sign, eating and 
“ drinking, sitting and lying down, rising up, speaking, walking ; 
“in a word, on every occasion.”* Moreover, St. Cyril held this 
holy sign efficacious in silencing unbelievers: “ When you are 
“about to dispute about the cross of Christ with unbelievers, 
“ first make with your hand the sign of the cross, and the oppo- 
* nent will be silenced.”+ Let St. Ephrem, the illustrious Doctor 
of the Syriac Church, confound the profane novelty of the Rector, 
by the warm language of his devotion, when speaking of the cross 
of his dear Redeemer : “ Cover thyself with the sign of the cross ; 
“.... arm thyself with this sign; .... for this is invincible 
“ὁ armour, and no one can hurt thee if thou art covered with it.’’t 
And in another place: “ Let us be adorned and armed with this 
“invincible armour of Christians. For it is the conqueror of 
“death: .... the destroyer of heresies, the rampart of the true 
“faith ; the great and prophetical guard of the Church.”|| As 
to the antiquity of the use of the sign of the cross, and its 


_*® Μὴ τοίνυν ἐπαισχυνθῶμεν τῳ savpo τὸ Xpiss. ᾿Αλλοὶ κὰν ἄλλος 
ἀὠποκρύπτῃ; ov φανερῶς ἐπὶ μετώπῳ σφραγίζέ. ἵνα οἱ δαίμονες τὸ σημεῖον 
ἰδόντες τὸ βασιλικὸν, μακρών φύγωσι τρέμοντες. lores δὲ τῶτο 70 
σημεῖον, ἐσβίων καὶ πίνων. καθήμενος, κοιταζόμενονς ἐξανις μενος, 
λαλῶν, περιπάτων" ὡναξαπλῶς ἐν παντὶ σρώγματι.---5. ΟὙπιι,. Hieros. 
Catech. iv. Cap. xiv. 

wit Ὅταν Yep μέλλῃς περὶ τῇ saups τὰ Χριστῷ συζητεῖν πρὸς ὠπίςους, 
“προαπόςειλον τῇ χειρὶ τὸ σημεῖον τὸ Saups τῇ Χριςῦ, καὶ φιμᾶται ὃ 
εἰν]ιλζγων.---Ἰρὶά, Catech. xiii. Cap. xxii. 
oo. ἔρημαμ.- -ὔ Panoplia seu armatura Spirituali—p. 349, Edit. Nov. 
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efficacy against devils, listen to Lactantius in the fourth century Σ᾿ 
Certain Christians, being present at a Pagan sacrifice, “ made 
“upon their foreheads the immortal sign. By which action, 
“ the devils being put to flight, the sacred rites were disturbed.” ¢ 
The same Father has a whole chapter 1 in another work expressly r 
on the wonders effected by the sign of the cross, and its virtue 
against demons. “ What terror this sign is to the devils, any 
* one will know who shall see how they fly out of bodies w 
“they have possessed, when adjured by Christ. .... ad 
* followers now drive out the unclean spirits from men, by the 
“name of their Master, and by the sign of his passion.”+ The 
whole chapter is full of similar declarations. Listen again 
St. Athanasius: ‘ All illusions and deceits of the devil 
“broken and driven away by the sole sign of the cross.” ἢ , 
says again in the next chapter: “ Let him who would make the 
“trial come, and in the midst of enchantments of devils, 
“ impostures of oracles, and illusions of sorcery, let him but 
“make the sign of the cross which they deride, and he will 
“immediately see how by it devils are chased away, oracles 
“ struck dumb, and magical charms dissolved.”} And now after 
these venerable authorities of the primitive Church, to which I 
could add many more, comes up the boasted follower of anti- 
quity, and sweepingly proclaims that a practice so venerable to 
all the holy an of the golden days of Christianity, is a “ trifling 
“ceremony,” nay even “in some cases a contemptible and 
_ mischievous superstition !” i 
But to return to the Rector’s astute management of the lan- 
guage of St. Ireneus. The Gnostic heretics, he says, to establish 
their errors, insisted upon an “ oral tradition, which, in principle, 
“ was the very same as the tradition asserted by the Latins.” 
But St. Ireneeus bears his testimony “ against this bastard sup- 
plemental Tradition :” and hence he claims the holy Father as a 
witness against our Tradition. Such a claim is highly prepos- 
terous, as will appear to any one who attentively reads St. 


* De mort. Persecutorum. § x. 
+ Lib. iv. Divin Institut. Cap. xxvii. - 
1 S. Arman. de Incarn, Verbi, τι. 47, Ὁ. 88, Tom. I. Ed. Bened. 
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Ireneus. The holy Father sufficiently indicates his own mean- 
ing, when he urges the authority of Tradition against heretics. 
He distinguishes carefully between Scripture and Tradition. He 
complains that when the heretics are refuted by Scripture, they 
deny the authority of Scripture, and appeal to Tradition: but 
what sort of Tradition? Their own; sometimes in Valentinus, 
sometimes in.Marcion, or Cerinthus or Basilides; “for each one 
of them is utterly perverse, and does not blush to preach up 
“himself, perverting the rule of truth.’* It is plain that the 
holy Father is here condemning that arrogant Tradition which 
each heretical leader professed to have deposited in himself, 
But he goes on to oppose to this the Tradition of the Church of 
‘God, handed down from the Apostles, and he carefully draws a 
distinction between.this and the Scriptures. ‘ But when we 
“ challenge them to that Tradition, which is from the Apostles, 
“ which is preserved by the succession of priests in the churches, 
* they are averse to. Tradition, saying, that they being wiser 
“‘ not only than the priests but even the Apostles, have found 
“the real truth.... [0 turns out, therefore, that they agree 
“ neither with the Scriptures nor with Tradition.”+ St. lrenzeus 
is opposing men who opposed the Scriptures and Tradition too, 
centering all knowledge of the truth in themselves. Will Mr. 
‘Faber dare to say that we Catholics set up ourselves above 
Scripture and ‘Tradition? or will he persist in comparing our 
Tradition with the pretended Traditions of the Gnostics, Mar- 
cionites, and the like?) St. Irenzeus plainly declares, that those 
who wish to find the truth may discover it by the manifest Tra- 
dition of the Apostles. He refers perpetually to the Church, in 
which, he says, the Apostles have most fully deposited every 
truth. Should any dispute arise, he directs it to be referred to 
the most ancient apostolical Churches, and declares that we are 
ἣν Unusquisque enim ipsorum omnimodo perversus, semetipsum regulam 
ie depravans predicare non confunditur.—S. REN. Adv. Heres. 
᾿ + oh a ad eam iterum Traditionem, quee est ab Apostolis, que per 
Successiones Presbyterorum in Ecclesiis atehatann provocamus eos; adver- 
santur Traditioni, dicentes se non solum Presbyteris, sed etiam Apostolis 


existentes sapientiores, sinceram invenisse veritatem. .... Evenit itaque, 
neque Scripturis jam, neque Traditioni consentire eos.—Idid. 
K : 
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as much bound now to venerate and follow Tradition, as we 
should have been if the Apostles had left us no Scriptures. | 

No part of the writings of St. Irenzeus affords any warrant for 
Mr. Faber’s assumption that all that the Apostles taught was 
written in the Bible. He refers every one who would find the 
truth to the public, constant, uniform teaching of the Church; 
and this he lays down as the rule for settling every doctrinal 
dispute. If every point had been written in the Bible, and if 
that had been appointed the sole rule of faith, surely St. Irenaeus 
would have directed the doubtful to its. pages. He does not: 
he refers them to the teaching of the apostolic Churches.* He 
testifies that many nations of barbarians converted to the faith 
followed this rule, having no Scriptures at all among them. s 
directly demolishes Mr. Faber’s argument. For what was the 
ground of the belief of these nations ? Evidently the teachin σ 
of their instructors by word of mouth in conformity with the 
belief of the apostolic Churches. What would have been their 
sentiments of the Scriptures when they began after a time to be 
introduced among them? Certainly not that the New Testament 
was to supersede their former rule of faith; but that in these 
Scriptures the Apostles and Evangelists had recorded the prin- 
cipal points of their belief; and that Scripture and Tradition 
were, as the Council of Trent so well expresses ity to be received 
and venerated “ with equal piety and reverence.’ ΒΝ 

And thus no other doctrine than that of the Catholic Church 
confirmed by the holy Council of Trent can be legitimately 
drawn from the writings of St. Ireneus. The Rector however, 
after this inglorious attempt to make this holy Father condemn 
our doctrine of Tradition, proceeds to quote from him and 
several other Fathers what he calls testimony, distinctly borne, 
to the sole authority of the Scriptures, and the fallibility of 
Councils. “ Bakallum !” as the grave Turks exclaim when urged 


* Quid enim? Et si de aliqua modica questione disceptatio esset, nonne. 
oporteret in antiquissimis recurrere ecclesias, in quibus Apostoli conversati 
sunt, et ab eis de presenti questione sumere quod certum et reliquidum est? 
Quid autem si neque Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquissent nobis, nonne 
oportebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam tradiderunt iis quibus committe- 
bant ecclesias?—S. Iren. Lid. iiii—Adv. Heres. Cap. 4. 
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to admit propositions in too great a hurry—“ We shail see!” how 
these things are when rightly represented. Mr. Faber first quotes 
as follows from St. Irenzeus: “ The disposition of our salvation 
“we know not through any other persons than those by whom 
“the Gospel has come to us: which then, indeed, they them- 
“ selves orally preached ; but which afterward, according to the 
“will of God, they traditionally handed down to us, in the 
© writTEN word, as the future basis and column of our faith.’”* 
“We following one only true God as our teacher, and having his 
_“prscoursss as the rule of truth, always say the same things 
respecting the same matters.” 
| Surely nothing can be inferred from such passages in favour 
of Mr. Faber’s hypothesis. St. Irenceus observes that the 
_ Apostles first orally preached the truths of salvation, and then 
handed them down in the written word; but he no where says 
_ that they handed down all that they iii hit in writing. Catho- 
_ lies of course admit that the leading doctrines are recorded in 
_ the Scriptures; and thus it may be said, in general terms, that 
what was first preached, was afterwards written: but it cannot 
be shewn from any words of St. Ireneus, that all that the 
Apostles had taught was handed down in the written word. The 
Scripture, as a faithful and inspired record of truths first orally 
delivered, may well be called “ the foundation and column of 
_ “of our faith:” but it does not follow that we are to believe 
_ those truths, because they are so written; we believe them on 
_ the authority of those who first preached them. The second 
_ passage from St. Irenzeus has nothing to do with our question ; 
_ for we have the discourses of our Divine Master handed down 
_ by tradition, and not necessarily written. But the reader will 
_ find that this very passage, if it had been more fully given, would 
have made directly against Mr. Faber. This affords one more 
specimen of his art in cutting out just so much of a passage as 
_ mnight suit his purpose ; and keeping careful silence on what would 
_ Iaake against him. St. Ireneus is complaining of the Valen- 
_ tinian and Gnostic heretics never being able to agree among 


yer 


* S. Inun. Adv. Heres. Lib. iti. Cap. 1. 
+ Lib. iv. Cup. 35. 
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themselves about the meaning of the Scriptures: and he gives a Ἷ 
striking description, which would exactly suit an assembly of ; 
devout bible-readers of the present day—of these men after 
reading one and the self-same passage of Scripture, knowingly” 
shaking their heads, and each professing to have deeply pene- 
trated the meaning, yet not willing to disclose all that they 
know to the multitude, but all going away carrying with them as” 
many different opinions, and keeping concealed their own acute’ 
discoveries. ‘ When therefore they shall have agreed among 
“ themselves about the things proclaimed in the Scriptures, then 
“ it will be time for us to confute them. But we, following one 
“‘ only true God as our teacher, and having his discourses as the 
“rule of truth, always say the same things respecting the same d 
“ matters,” Is it not plain that St. Ireneeus finds fault with 
the reliance placed by these heretics upon their own interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, and that he opposes to it the only safe and 
right rule, to follow the discourses of our only true God han ed. 
down to us as preached by the Apostles? | if 

“ Let us next hear Tertullian” says Mr. Faber. “ As f or 
“ Hermogenes, let his shop produce the written word. If he be” 
“ unable to produce the written word in substantiation of his 
“ tenets, let him fear that woe which is destined to those who 
* either add to it 6r who detract from it.”* 

-To.adduce such a passage as this, is in truth most 5 
trifling. Let any one examine the context, and only oon 
upon what Tertullian argues. He is defending the creating 
against Hermogenes, who maintained that the world was for 
out of some pre-existent matter. Tertullian shews that id : 
relating the creation, the sacred text always fully informs us 
when any thing was made out of any previous matter. He 
instances the production of the green herb from the earth, and 
in like manner the fruit tree; the creeping creature and the fowl 
and the fish from the waters, and so forth. He then argues that 
if the Scripture so carefully informs us whence every thing was : 
produced, it would have equally made it known if the — 
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and the earth had been made out of any previous matter: and 
- infers from its not doing so in the latter case, that they were 
created from nothing. He praises the fulness of the Scripture 
account, and says that he adores the plenitude of the Scriptures, 


by which both the Maker and the things made are manifested ; 
but that he has never any where read in the Old or New Testa- 
ments that all things were made from any previous materials. 
He continues: “ Let the workshop of Hermogenes teach that 
“ any such thing is written. If it be not written, let him fear 
“ that wo, which is destined for those who add or take away.” 
This will be found a much more faithful version than Mr. Faber’s, 


_ who has translated and paraphrased for his own purpose; the 
_ original words being as follows: “ Scriptum esse doceat Her- 


“mogenis officina. Si non est scriptum, timeat ve illud, 
“ adjicientibus aut detrahentibus destinatum.”* Tertullian is 
speaking of one particular dogma fully contained in the Scrip- 
tures, and threatens Hermogenes witha wo if he dares to add to 
the Scripture a contrary dogma, so as to pervert its sacred truth. 
And this is paraphrased into an argument from Tertullian of the 
all-sufficiency of Scripture on every point, and a wo against those 
who believe matters not contained in the Scriptures, though they 
have been handed down traditionally by the self-same authority 
from which we have received the Scriptures. Another con- 


᾿ς vincing specimen of the dishonourable artifices which form so 


prominent a feature in the system of Faberism. 

τ It is in sooth extravagant enough to attempt to bring Ter- 
tullian to witness against Tradition and Church authority, when 
that great man has written so much and so forcibly in his Book 


of Prescriptions, on the necessity of recurring to the sound 


prerpretation of the Church: “ Order required that we should 


© ascertain,” says he, “to whom the Scriptures belong ; from 
“ whom and through whom, and when, and to whom that 


“doctrine was delivered, which made them (the heretics) 


_ “ Christians : for where shall appear the truth of doctrine and 
© Christian faith, there will be the truth of the Scriptures, and 


* Tertuu. Adv. Hermogenem, ὃ xxii. 
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“ of interpretations, and of all Christian traditions.’* But ΠῚ a 


have so fully established the principles laid down by Tertullian, 


in the numerous passages quoted from him in the first part of 4 


this Chapter, that I need only request the reader to glance over 
them again at this stage of the argument. 


Whom then will the Rector call up next? St. Hippolytnail Ἵ 
who flourished in the third century, and was a disciple of δ... 
Ireneus. This is the quotation: “There is one God, whom we 
“ know from no other authority than the Holy Scriptures. For — 
“ just as a person who wished to exercise the wisdom of this — 


“ world, would not be able to attain it, save by attention to the — 
“‘ dogmata of the philosophers: so, if we wish to exercise piety 
“toward God, we can exercise it from no other quarter than 


“from God’s own oracles. Whatsoever matters, then, the Ἵ 


«“ἐ divine Scriptures declare; these let us learn : and whatsoever — 
“matters they teach ; Hil let us recognise :—not according 
“ our own mind, hatter with any wrestling of the things 
“ delivered from God: but, even as he himself wished to shew 
“us through the Holy Scriptures, thus let us learn.” 
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Our opponents often argue as if Catholics undervalued thei 
Holy Scriptures, and cite passages to shew that we are to believe _ 
what they contain. But to what purpose are such quotations? — 


We firmly believe the Scriptures to be the inspired word of God, 


and reverence them as such; though we do not believe that they — 


alone are the word of God, nor do we believe each individual 


competent to interpret what they contain. To what purposehas — 


Mr. Faber quoted the above from St. Hippolytus? It just shews 
what we do not deny, that the grand leading truths of religion 
are taught in the Scriptures; while it shews at the same time, 
most unluckily for Mr. Faber, that we are not to learn matters 


taught in the Scriptures, according to our own humour, or by any — 
private authority, but even as God himself wished to shew us, — 
namely, through the authoritative interpretation and teaching of — 
those pastors of the Church, through whom he has pleased to © 
give us the Holy Scriptures. St. Hippolytus writes against — 


* De Prescript. Cap. viz. See the original, quoted at p. 20. 
+ 5. Hippou. contra Noet. § ta. Oper. Vol. ti. p. 12, 13. 


SECTION II. INFALLIBILITY. 87 


the heretic Noetus, who denied the distinction of Persons in the 
adorable Trinity. In the very first section of his work, he 
- informs us that the Church proceeded to refute and condemn 
him by authority and tradition. “When the blessed presbyters 
“heard these things, they summoned him, and examined him 
_ “before the Church.” After he had variously sought to defend 
his opinions, they replied that they also truly knew one God; 
and that his Son suffered, died, rose again, is seated at the right 
hand of the Father, and will come again to judge the living and 
the dead. “And these things we say, which we have learned. 
“Then having convicted this man, they cast him out of the 
— ©Church.”* 

_ This they decided by authority and Tradition. Had Scripture 
alone been the rule, there could have been no condemnation ; 
for Noetus had his scriptural proofs ready in abundance, which 
St. Hippolytus afterwards adduces, and confutes, not by inter- 
preting according to his own humour, or according to his own 
mind, which was the very fault of Noetus, but by receiving the 
interpretation of Scripture, even as God wished to shew it to us. 
The holy Father proceeds to establish the great mysteries of the 
_ Trinity and Incarnation, by copious quotations from the Holy 
Scriptures, just as we do now when called upon to defend those 
sacred mysteries ; but he plainly intimates that these are called in 
only to confirm and attest that belief taught by apostolical tradition. 
“Let us, therefore, brethren, believe according to the tradition of 
“the Apostles that God the word descended from heaven, &e.’> 
It will now be evident what St. Hippolytus means when he says 
“There is one God, whom we know from no other authority 
“than the Holy Scriptures.” He means to prove against 
Noetus, that the doctrine he was to defend against that heretic, 
was not founded on any other ground than the Holy Scriptures, 
interpreted not by his own humour or by any wrestling of divine 
truths, but by the authoritative tradition of the Apostles; which 
so far from favouring the Rector’s fine theory, militates power- 
fully against him, as it equally does in our favour. Thus in this, 
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as in former instances, he has only quoted to his own discom- 
fiture. ‘eo 

“ We may next attend to Cyprian,” says the valiant Rector, — 
“Whence is that pretended Tradition? Does it descend from 
“the authority of the Lord and the Gospels: or does it come 
“down from the mandates and letters of the Apostles? God 
“ testifies, that those things are to be done, which are written. 
“ If, then, any such precept can be found, either in the Gospel, — 
“or in the Epistles and Acts of the Apostles: let this divine ὶ 
“ and holy Tradition be observed.”* This passage refers to the i" 
celebrated question of re-baptizing those converted from heresy. 
St. Cyprian resisted the decision of the Pope St. Stephen, fore 
bidding them to be re-baptized ; not because it was a Tradition, ᾿ 
but because he thought it opposed to some passages of Scrip-— 
ture, and merely a human Tradition, not supported by divine 
authority. St. Stephen had decided that divine Tradition testi- 
fied against the error defended by St. Cyprian: and had used. 
the memorable words: “ Let there be no innovation, but 
“ abide by the Tradition :” Nihil innovetur, nisi quod traditum 
est. St. Cyprian thought himself justified in defending his 
error, because he was not convinced that the contrary was a 
divine or apostolical tradition ; therefore he asks : “ Whence ἰδ. 
“ this tradition? Does it descend from the authority of the 
“ Lord and the gospels, or does it come from the mandates and 
epistles of the apostles ?” In other words, is it founded on 
any authority of God, written or unwritten? “ For,’ he adds _ 
a little further on, “if it was never, in ages back, either com-_ 
“ manded or written ...... what obstinacy is this, or what E 
*‘ presumption, to prefer a human tradition to a divine ordi- E 
“nance !’+ St. Cyprian evidently adhered to his mistaken : 
opinion, because he considered it founded on Scripture, and {π6΄ 
usage of some other churches ; and objected to the true doctriné ἔ 
of St. Stephen, because he thought it a mere human php: Ε 
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* S. Cyprian.—Epist. lxxiv. Oper. Vol. ii. p. 211. ΔΕ 


+ Et si retro nusquam omnino preeceptum est neque conscriptum .. que b 
ista obstinatio est, queeve presumptio, humanam traditionem divine dispo- 
sitionem anteponere.—Epist. ad Pompeium, que est \xxiv. 
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neither commanded by word of mouth by divine authority, nor 
written. But St. Cyprian amply proves his veneration for 
divine and apostolical Tradition. “ If,” says he, “we go back 
“to thé head and origin of divine Tradition, human error 
“ ceases.—If a pipe for conveying water suddenly fails, do we 
ἐς not repair to the fountain ?—Which the priests of God ought 
“now to do, keeping the divine precepts ; so that if the truth 
« should in any one point lean aside or vacillate, we may revert 
“to the divine source, and to the evangelical and apostolical 
“'Tradition.”* Accordingly we find him, in his Epistle LXIII. 
to Cecilius, insisting on the necessity of mixing a little water with 
the wine in the chalice to be consecrated, which practice could 
have been supported solely on Tradition. And he elsewhere 
defends other apostolical Traditions. The passage then cited 
from St.Cyprian proves nothing against his respect for Tradition : 
but if in this dispute he had been over tenacious of scriptural 
evidence, let it be remembered that he was then unconsciously 
defending a manifest error, and it would have been no great 
wonder to find him in such case imitating the usual conduct of 
all other champions of false doctrine. Let me, however, 
admonish the Rector, in the words of St. Augustin, that he can 
have no title to claim the Blessed Cyprian: “First, de in the 
* Church, which Cyprian is known to have held and preached, 
“and then venture to name Cyprian as the author of your 
“opinion. First imitate the piety and humility of Cyprian, and 
“then produce the opinion of Cyprian.” + 
But the Rector would alarm us with a portentous passage from 
the Catecheses of St. Cyril of Jerusalem. “ Respecting the 
“ divine and holy mysteries of the faith, not even a tittle ought 
“to be delivered without the authority of the Holy Scriptures. 
4 Si ad divine traditionis caput et originem revertamur, cessat error 
nus, .... Si canalis aquam ducens, .... subito deficiat, nonne ad 
fontem pergitur, .... ? Quod et nunc facere oportet Dei sacerdotes pre- 
epta divina servantes, ut si in aliquo mutaverit et vacillaverit veritas, ad 
riginem Dominicam et Evangelicam, et Apostolicam traditionem rever- 
tamur —S. Cypr. Epist. lxxiv. ad Pompeium. 
+ Primo esto in Ecclesia, quam constat tenuisse ac predicasse Cyprianum, 
et tunc aude velut autorem sententiz tuz nominare Cyprianum. Primo 


imitare pietatem, humilitatemque Cypriani, et tunc profer consilium Cy- 
priani.—S. AuG. Contra Crescon. gramm. Lib. 2, Ο. xxxvi. 


N 


90 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. ue 


“ Neither ought any thing to be propounded, on the basis of 
“ mere credibility, or through the medium of plausible ratiocina- 
“tion. Neither yet repose the slightest confidence in the bare 
“ assertions of me your catechist, unless you shall receive from 
“the Holy Scriptures full demonstration of the matters pro- 
“pounded. For the security of our faith depends, not upon 
“ verbal trickery, but upon demonstration from the Holy Scrip- 
“: anes,’ : 

Insulated as these words appear in the pages of the Rector, 
they may seem to exhibit St. Cyril as the enemy of Tradition 5 . 
but if any one will be at the pains to examine the context and 
the drift of the holy Father’s argument, his meaning will soon 
be discovered, and the objection drawn from the passage will at 
once vanish. St. Cyril, by “ the mysteries,” does not here mean 
all the doctrines of religion, but only those points of faith wih 
he had just been expounding, concerning the Blessed Trinity, or 
at most the contents of the Apostles’ Creed, of which, in the next 
catechesis, he says, that it 1s entirely composed of the doctrines 
contained in the Scriptures; and of which therefore he might 
justly enforce the demonstration of every article from the Scrip- 
tures.t| He is here speaking, not to the baptized, as if they 
were at liberty to discuss or revoke any part of the faith which) 
they had already embraced and professed, but to the unbaptized,. 
to whom the truth of the mysteries of faith was to be proved by” 
all possible arguments, and of course demonstrated from they 
Holy Scriptures. But St. Cyril after all does not insist on their 
making scriptural proof the ground of their belief, for in several 
parts of his previous catechesis he had required of them a firm) 
and unhesitating faith, and in the succeeding one, he demands a) 
firm belief in the creed, before he has confirmed it by Scripture. 

Moreover, St. Cyril in the passage quoted does not object to. 
the authority of Tradition, but only excludes plausible reasonings! 
founded upon mere human credibitity, bare assertions, verbal 
trickery and sophistry; in which his object was to caution his’ 
hearers against the gross admixture of Pagan philosophy with, 
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Christianity among the Valentinians and Manicheans. But the 
holy Father never intended to exclude the venerable Traditions 
and authority of the Catholic Church: of which among many 
other splendid testimonies, he says in another catechesis, that 
she is called Catholic, because “ she teaches universally and 
“ without defectibility all the dogmas which ought to be known 
“ by men.””* 

Mr. Faber next calls our attention to St. Athanasius, whom 
he justly styles “the great.” From him he has no less than six. 
quotations. “1. The holy and divinely inspired Scriptures are 
“ sufficient for the declaration of the {τα ἢ. “2. Leta person 
“solely learn the matters which are set forth in the Scriptures : 
“for the demonstrations contained in them, are, in order to the 
* settling of this point, quite sufficient and complete.’{ “3. If 
“ve are disciples of the Gospels, walk according to what is 
“written. But if you choose to allege any other matters beyond 
“what is written, why do you contend against us, who will never 
“be persuaded either to hear or to speak a single syllable beyond 
“God’s written word?’|| “4. These (namely, the canonical 
books of Scripture, from which the apocryphal books are care- 
fully excluded) “ are the fountains of salvation; so that he, who 
“thirsts, may drink from the oracles contained in them. In 
“these alone is the evangelical school of piety. Let no one add 
“ to them,and let no one detract from them.’ “5. Itis the part 
“of mere triflers, to propound and to speak the things which are 
“ not written.”** “6, What the written word has never revealed, 
you will never be able to discover.” ++ 

After this goodly list of quotations, it is easy to understand 
why Mr. Faber styles this holy Father “the great Athanasius :” 
he is evidently delighted with this “great” quantity of evidence 


Ν “A ~ > ~ ¢ > 
* καὶ διὰ τὸ, διδάσκειν καθολικῶς καὶ ὠνελλειπῶς, ὥπαν)α τὸ εἰς 
γνῶσιν εἰγβρώπον ἐλθεὶν ὀφείλον]α φὸγματα.--- Οαἰδοῖ. 18, § 23. 


t+ Orat. contra Gentes, Oper. Χο]. ἱ. p. 1. 
{ Ad Serap. Sp. 8. non esse creat. Op. Vol. i. p. 359. 
|| De Incarn. Christi. Op. Vol. i. p. 484. 
Ἵ Ep. Fest. xxxix. Op. Vol. iii. p. 45. 
** Epist. ad Serap. Op. Vol. ii. p. 29. 
ΤΊ De 5. Trin. Dial. ii. Op. Vol. ii. p. 172. 
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which he imagines his unsuspecting reader will swallow from the 
pages of that illustrious Doctor of the Church. But we shall 
detect the artful Rector in his old artifices very speedily. He 
puts down the first passage with solemn hypocrisy, as if the very 
next words of St. Athanasius did not clear up all difficulty about — 
his meaning. The illustrious Father undertakes in his Oration 
against the Gentiles, where the passage occurs at the beginning, | 
to prove just two points; that their idols are not Gods, but that 
Christ is both true God and true man. Is it any wonder the 
St. Athanasius should declare that the Holy Scriptures — 
are sufficient for the. declaration of these truths? Un-— 
doubtedly these are clearly contained in the Holy Scrip-— 
tures: but St. Athanasius intimates in the very next sentence, 
that even so it is necessary to have the interpretation which 
the Fathers of the Church have given of the Scriptures, 
“ There are extant several books written by our blessed — 
“ on that subject, which, whoever reads, will in a certain de 
“ understand the interpretation of the Scriptures, and may be 
“able to gain that knowledge which he desires. But, as we 
“ have not the books of our masters now at hand, it is necess 
“‘ for us to make known and write to you what we have learn 

“ from them ; but I speak of our faith in our Saviour Christ. Ἢ 
Here, then, St, Athanasius is speaking of one particular point 
and Mr. Faber illogically quotes his words as applicable in 
general to all the doctrines of religion ! a 


‘* That’s just a swatch of (Fader’s) way; 
‘‘Thus goes he on from day to day, 
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* ᾿Αὐτάρκεις μὲν γὰρ εἰσίν at ὡγίαι καὶ ϑεῦπνευςοι γραφάι apis. 
τὴν THs ἀληθείας ὠπαγ ελίαν' εἰσὶ De (καὶ) πολλοὶ τῶν μακαρίων ἡμῶν 
διδασκάλων εἰς τᾶυτα συνταχθέντες λόγον οἷς ξεΐν τις ἐντύχοι; ἔνσεται 
μὲν πως τὴν τῶν γραφῶν ἐρμηνέιαν, ἧς δὰ ὀρέγεται γνώσεως TUX 
each arr ἐπειδὴ τὼς τῶν διδασκώλων συντάξεις ev χερσὶ γῦν 
ἐκ ἔχομεν, ἐναζκῶιόν & ἐστιν & παῤ ἐκείνων ἐμάθομεν, ταῦτα καὶ amay- 
Γέλλειν καὶ γράφειν cor λέγω δὴ τὴν κατο τὸν Σωτῆρα Xpisov TSW | 
S. ATHAN. Orat. contra Gentes Op. Tom. 1, p. 1. ἕ 
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The second quotation is just of the same kind ; and needs 
only the same answer, with a double censure of the artifice 
so dishonourably repeated. The words afford their own solu- 
tion : the holy Father declares the Scriptures to be “ sufficient 
*‘ and complete, in order to the settling of this point,” namely, 
the divinity of the Son of God, against the blasphemies of the 
Arians. But as the question, whether they would suffice for 
expounding all other doctrines, is left by the holy Doctor 
- untouched, the citation is nothing to our present purpose. 

_ The third quotation is from the First Book of St. Athanasius 
᾿ς against Apollinarius, which, if Mr. Faber had mentioned in his 
_ reference, he would have spared me much trouble and loss of 
_ time in verifying the passage.* When found, it turned out as I 
fully expected, that Mr. Faber had made the passage suit his 
purpose, by translating it in his own way. Apollinarius denied 
_ that our Blessed Saviour took a real human body. St. Athana- 
 slus proves the contrary, by copious appeals to the Scriptures, 
and particularly the Gospels ; and then tells the followers of 
Apollinarius, if they profess to be disciples of the Gospels, to 
walk according to the Scriptures: for that, if they wish to speak 
contrary to the Scriptures, diversa ἃ scripturis, rapa τὸ yeypay- 
μὲνα, it is useless to contend against the Catholics, who would 
never bear to hear or speak any thing extraneous to, or contrary 
to the Scriptures—extraneum ab istis, παρὸ again. The sense 
evidently requires the word παρὸ to be understood in the sense 
of foreign to, and opposing the Scriptures. Mr. Faber has 
therefore no right to a passage which he has only made his own 
by an accommodating translation. The Saint protests against 
any addition to the doctrine of Holy Scripture, which would in 
any way oppose or contradict its divine oracles ; and where is 
_ the Catholic who would not protest with him ? 

The next passage from St. Athanasius has no reference 
whatever to the subject before us. It occurs in his thirty ninth 
Epistola Festalis, in which the holy Father enumerates the 
_ anonical Books of Holy Scripture, and guards the faithful 


~ * §. Arnan. Lib. I. adv. A ollinarium De Incarnatione Christi, pag. 
621, Edit. Paris, Op. Tom. I. . ΠᾺ 
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against adding to them any other Books as Scripture, because | 
“in these alone the doctrine of piety is taught. Let no one | 
“add to them, or take away any thing from them.” In his — 
usual method of “verbal trickery,” Mr. Faber first mristranslaball 
the words of St. Athanasius, and then gives them a wrong — 
application. St. Athanasius says: Ἐν τούτοις μόνοις τὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας 
διδασκαλεῖον εὐαγγελίζεται; and Mr. Faber translates: In these — 
alone is the evangelical school of piety. The version ought to be } 
as I have given it above; and so the Latin stands: “wt in his — 
“solis pietatis doctrina docetur’’ St. Athanasius evidently — 
means that the doctrines of religion are not to be found in — 
any other Books of reputed Scripture, having just pra ἡ 
enumerated all those which he considered canonical. ΤῸ bring — 
forward such a passage against Tradition is something much ἱ 
worse than mere absurdity. 4 

The reader will have noticed Mr. Faber’s parenthesis in chia ἢ 
same fourth quotation, studiously reminding us that St. Atha- _ 
nasius carefully excluded the Apocryphal Books. Yes, he did, 
but which Apocryphal Books? Mr. Faber will only gain 
confusion from hazarding this parenthesis: for on looking into — 
the apocryphal list of the Holy Father, we find the Book o ἢ: 
Esther, which the Saint omits among those held canonical; 5 : 
which Book. moreover is omitted by St. Melito and by St. 
Gregory Nazianzen in their catalogues of Canonical Books ; μὰς 
in defiance of the prohibition of St. Athanasius to add to his Ε 
list: Μηδὲις τούτοις ἐπιβαλλέτω: as it is by his Church, who 
with such notable inconsistency declares in the sixth of her ~ 
thirty-nine Articles, that by Canonical Books are to be understood | 
those “ of whose authority was never any doubt in the Church.’ 
And now what has our clever Rector gained for himself or his 
Church by this unwise appeal to St. Athanasius ? 

The poor Rector goes deeper and deeper still into folly anil 
controversial dishonesty. Who would have supposed that even — 
he was capable of putting down his next quotation as evidence ᾿ 
for Scripture alone, and against the authority of Tradition ? St. 
Athanasius, in his fourth Epistle to Serapion, reproves th 7 
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profane and foolish talking of those heretics who impiously 
derided the sacred mystery of the Blessed Trinity. He 
- admonishes them of the crime of deriding what is so sacred, and 
charges them to adhere solely to the language of Scripture on 
this awful subject: “for it is the custom of scoffers fo enquire 
“ about things which are not written, and to say, 15 then the Spirit 
“a Son, and the Father a Grandfather? Thus do the Bishops of 
“ Cesarea and Scythopolis deride.”* This the Rector has the 
effrontery to produce as a passage against Tradition! and for 
this sorry purpose he mistranslates again, making ἐρωτῶν mean 
to propound instead of enquire, which the next words of St. 
Athanasius demonstrate to have been his meaning; and cuts 
short the phrase after the word say, though common honesty 
required its meaning to be developed by entire citation. 

The Rector’s last scrap from St. Athanasius runs thus :— 
What the written word has never revealed, you will never be 
“ able to discover.” I would defy any one to discover what this 
sentence has to do with our question. Ina dialogue on the 
Blessed Trinity between Anomeus and Orthodoxus, the former 
boasts of knowing the proper and peculiar adorable name of 
God. But Orthodoxus admonishes him to beware of such proud 
presumption of knowledge, shewing from Scripture that the 
ineffable name has not been manifested to us; and he goes on 
to say: “ What the written word has never revealed, you will 
“never be able to discover.” This refers solely to the word 
᾿Αγέννητος, unbegotten, which occurs perpetually in these dia- 
logues, and on which the whole dispute turns. That Orthodoxus 
is merely protesting against the introduction of human inven- 
tions opposed to the doctrine of Scripture, is plain from the 
whole series of the discussion, which the following passages will 
exemplify. “I say the same as the Scripture says, and not 
“what comes into the thoughts of men,” that is mere human 
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* Παιζόντων γὰρ ἴδιον ἐρωτῷν τὼ μὴ γεγραμμένα καὶ λέγειν" ἐκ ov 
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καὶ ὁ ἐν τὴ Σκυθοπόλει.---5, ATHAN. Ep. iv. ad Serap. n. vii. 
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inventions.* “ Do not therefore oversow in the field of Divine — 
“ Scripture the tares unbegotten and unlike :’’+ evidently charging : 4 
his Arian opponent not to superadd expressions opposed to the — 
genuine meaning of Scripture. Thus has Mr. Faber grossly ~ 
perverted every one of his six passages, to suit his own pape τὰ 
and a simple investigation of them in the original has expose 
their total inapplicability to the subject, and his own disgrace 
trickery. = Ἷ 
He next invites us to St. Jerom. “ As we deny not the things — 
“which are written, so the things which are not written we 
“ reject. We believe that God was born of a virgin, because we — 
“ read it: but that Mary was married after her parturition, we — 
“believe not, because we read it not.”{—‘“ Learn then in the — 
“ Divine Scriptures, through which alone you can understan " ' 
** the full will of God, that some things are prohibited and that 
‘¢ other things are commanded, that some things are granted and 
*¢ that other things are persuaded.”’|| 
When St. Jerom penned the first of these passages, he we 
not discussing whether Scripture was our sole rule of faith, but | 
proving against Helvidius that Mary always remained a virg inl ' 
He adduces an objection of his opponent, that if we believe all 
the humiliating circumstances of her parturition and maternal — 
care of her divine Son, we need feel no delicacy about admitting _ 
that she subsequently bore other children. St. Jerom replies, 
that this is not precisely the ground of disbelief on the subject; ἢ, 
that we believe all the former circumstances, because we have — 
the testimony of the Scriptures which record them, but w b 
refuse to believe the subsequent maternity of the Blessed Virgin, - Ἶ 
because we have no such evidence. The Scripture is silent, 
argues the holy Father, therefore we reject your error. But did 
St. Jerom therefore mean that he would have equally rejechenmy ᾿ 


* Κὠκεῖνο λέγω δ᾽ ἡ γραφὴ εἶπεν, καὶ οὐχὶ δ᾽ τῇ ἐννοὶα τῶν ἀνθρω- 
wor ὑποπίπτει.---Πϊαϊ. ᾽ν. Orthod. loquitur. Op. Tom. ii. Ρ. 185. Edit. Paris. ᾿ 
+ Mn ἐν ἐπίσπειρε ζιζάνια TO ἀγρῷ Tus Selas γραφῆς, τὸ ἀγέννη , { 
καὶ τὸ ὠνομοιον.--- Πϊαῖ. ii. Orthod. loquitur. Op. Tom. ii. p. 190. Edit. Paris. 


~{ Hisron,. Adv. Helvid. C. ix. Oper. Vol. ii. p. 116. 
|| Hrmron. ad Demetriad. De Virgin. Op. Vol ΙΧ. Ρ. 4. 
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had it been supported by the venerable tradition of the Church ? 
Certainly not: for he had just before examined the evidence of 
‘Tradition; of which by the way, Mr. Faber, as usual, finds it 
convenient not to take any notice. St. Jerom did not refuse the 
evidence of Tradition, though he rejected the authorities of Ter- 
tullian and Victorinus adduced by Helvidius. He expressly tells 
his opponent that all Tradition is against him. ‘Can we not 
“yaise up against you the whole series of ancient writers, 
“Tgnatius, Polycarp, Ireneus, Justin martyr and many other 
“apostolic and eloquent men, who have written volumes full of 
“wisdom against Hebion, and Theodotus of Byzantium, and 
“YValentinus, who held these same opinions? Which if you 
“had ever read, you would know more about the matter.’* Is this 
the language of a man who excluded the evidence of Tradition ? 
After proving his point from Tradition, the Holy Father proves 
it further from the silence of the Scriptures, and declares that 
silence to be a motive for not believing the error of Helvidius : 
we believe it not, because we read it not. But does the Saint 
say, or insinuate that this was his so/e motive for disbelief? 
or that he would not believe it if Tradition had handed it down 
to us as a point to be believed? Certainly not: his previous 
appeal to Tradition is demonstrative of the very opposite. For 
Mr. Faber’s credit, it is best to hope that he had not read the | 
previous paragraph : for I cannot help telling him, in the Saint’s 
own words: “if he had ever read it, he would know more about 
“the matter : si legisses aliguando, plus saperes.” 

The Rector’s second quotation I reject very unceremoniously, 
because it is from an epistle which is spurious, and was never 
written by St. Jerom. Erasmus says that the style of it alone 
is proof enough of its not having been written by the holy 
Father. St. Augustin seems to suspect that the author was the 
heretic Pelagius, as some parts of it savour of Pelagianism. 


a | 


- ἣν “Νυησυϊᾷ non possumus {101 totam veterum scriptorum seriem com- 
_movere, Ignatium, Polycarpum, Ireneum, Justinum martyrum, multosque 
τ alios apostolicos et eloquentes viros, qui adversus Hebionem, et Theodo- 
ν tum Byzantium, _et Valentinum, hec eadem sentientes, plena sapientice 

wumina conscripserunt? Quz si legisses aliquando, plus saperes.”— 
S. Hieron. Ad. Helvidium. Cap. ix. ͵ 
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Ven. Bede thinks it the composition of Julian, the author of he 
Pelagian heresy. Mr. Faber must have known this epistle to be 
spurious, or the sooner he begins a second course of reading 
the Fathers, the better. If he knew it, how could he descend 
to the low artifice of imposing it upon his readers, for the 
genuine Epistle of St. Jerome to Demetrias. Alas! such 
trickery is too prominent a feature of his system ! ¥ 

The Rector however, perfectly unabashed by any conscious- 
ness of unfair dealing, dryly says: “ Let us next hear Basil.”— 
“ It is a manifest apostacy from the faith, and a clear proof of 
arrogance, either to disregard any matter of the things which 
“ are written, or to introduce argumentatively any matter of the 
* things which are not written.’”*—“ The things which 


“ written, believe : the things which are not written, seek not 
“ after.”7 - “ 

Surely the Rector has made a grand mistake by venturing to 
“hear Basil ;” for this holy Father, pre-eminently styled the 
* Great St. Basil,” was a strenuous defender of the apostoli¢ 
practice of retaining Tradition. In his Book on the Holy Spirit, 
he says : “I consider it an apostolic practice, to adhere also to 
“traditions not written.”t In the passages selected by Mr, 
Faber, he is merely speaking of the apostacy and arrogance of 
superinducing, ἐπεισοόγειν, such traditions as were either in 
themselves uncertain, or contrary to the written word. He 
protests against traditions invented by private individuals’ 
but by no means against those venerable and solidly-groundet 
traditions, which the Church had received through successive 
bishops from the Apostles themselves. 2 

“ Finally,” then says the Rector, “let us hear the gre: 2 
“ Augustine.”—“ Demonstrate from any one of the canonical 


* S. Basin. de ver. fid. per, Vol. ii. p. 386. 
a S. Basti. Hom. de Trin. xxix. 


t E: μὲν μηδὲν ἕ ἕτερον ἀγράφον μηδὲ τῦτο παραδεχθήτω" εἰ de τὰ ι 
πλεῖςα τῶν μυςικῶν ὠγράφως ἡμῖν ἐμπολίτευεται, μετὰ πολλῶν τὰ 
ετερων καὶ τᾶτο παραδεξομεθα. ᾿Αποςολικον δε οἶμαι, καὶ τὸ ταὶ 
ὠγραφαις παραδύσεσι rapauéve.—S.BasiL. Lid. de Sp. Sancto. Cap. 2 
Paris. 1730. Tom. 3. p. 59. 
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“ Apostles and Prophets, the truth of what Cyprian has written 
“to Jubaianus: and I should then have no room for contra- 
“ diction. But now, since what you produce is not canonical ; 
“ through the liberty to which the Lord has called us, I receive 
“ not the decision even of a man, whose praise I cannot attain 
“ unto, with whose writings I presume not to compare my own 
“writings, whose genius I love, with whose eloquence I am 
“delighted, whose charity I admire, whose martyrdom I 
«ὁ venerate.’”* 
τς Why adduce you the authority of Cyprian for your schism, 
“and yet reject his example for the peace of the Church ? Who 
“knows not that the Holy Canonical Scripture, whether of the 
- Old or of the New Testament, is comprehended within its own 
“Jimits ? Who knows not that, to all later episcopal letters, 
“it is so preferred, as to exclude any permission of raising 
“ doubt or dispute, whether whatsoever is written in it be true 
“or right ? But as for the letters of bishops, which either are 
“‘ written or were written after the confirmation of the Canon ; 
“if peradventure there be found in them any deviation from the 
“truth, we may freely correct them, either by the weightier 
“discourse of more skilful theologians, or by the better 
“instructed prudence of other bishops, or by the collective 
“intervention of Councils. So again ; national or provincial 


“Councils ought, indisputably, to yield to the authority of 
“plenary Councils, which are collected out of the whole 


“ Christian world : and plenary Councils themselves may often 
“ be amended by later Councils ; when, through better experi-. 
“ence, that which was shut is opened, and that which lay hid is: 
“ known.” t 

‘To attempt to claim St. Augustin, as opposed to Tradition 
and the authority of the Church, is surely a near approach to 
madness. What! St. Augustin a defender of Scripture as our 
sole rule of faith, when the whole world knows his memorable 
declaration, that he would not believe the Gospel itself, but 


* 8. Ασα. contra Crescon. Grammat. Lib. ii. C.32, Op. Vol. vii. p. 160. 
+S. Ave. De Baptism. contra Donatist. Lib.ii. C. 3. Op. Vol. xii. p. 37. 
oO 2 


100 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. πρὸ 


Jor the authority of the Catholic Church.”’* But at least he | 
Rector has chosen two passages very wide of his mark. In 
the first, St. Augustin, writing on the subject of re-baptizing 
those already baptized by heretics, rejects the opinion of St. 
Cyprian, who was evidently in error upon that question, as” 
not according to the Scriptures. In this he only did what the 
Catholic Church has uniformly done in this, and similar cases; 
because the insulated opinion of one or a few doctors, 
however holy and learned, is insufficient to prove any doc. 
trine or practice to be of divine or apostolical Tradition. But 
it is curious to observe how well Mr. Faber always knows 
exactly where to begin and end his quotation, so as to keep clear 
of any further matter which might destroy all his sophistry 
Here is a pointed instance. If he had quoted the very sentence 
before, he would have ruined his own miserable attempt. The 
preceding sentence runs thus: “ I am not bound by the authority 
“of his Epistle, because I do not hold the letters of Cyprian as 
“canonical, but consider them apart from those which are 
“canonical, and what in them agrees with the authority of the 
“Divine Scriptures, I receive with commendation; but what 
“agrees not, I beg leave to reject.”t The ground, then, of his ' 
rejection was the opposition to Scripture, and no Catholic would 
hesitate to reject any dogma, or any pretended Tradition which 
was proved not to agree with the Divine Scriptures. In like 
manner Mr. Faber was careful not to quote a line farther than ; 
suited his purpose. The very next sentence would have been 
equally fatal. “I do not receive, I repeat, what the Blessed 
“Cyprian held about baptizing heretics and schismatics, deca Θ᾽ 
“the Church does not receive it, for which the Blessed Cypria 1 
“shed his blood.”{ So it comes out that the real reasons why 
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* Ego vero Evangelio non crederem, nisi me Catholice Ecclesiz commo- 
veret auctoritas.—S. Auc. Contra Fundam. Ep. iii. T. ii. x 120. Re 

+ Ego ejus Epistolz autoritate non teneor, quia literas Cypriani non ut 
canonicas habeo, sed eas ex canonicis considero, et quod in eis divinarum 
Scripturarum autoritati congruit, cum laude ejus accipio: quod autem non ~ 
congruit, cum pace ejus respuo.—S. Aucust. Cantra Crescon. Gram 
Lib. iti. Cap vexxii. 

t Non accipio, inquam, quod de baptizandis hereticis et schismati 
beatus Cyprianus sensit, quia hoc Ecclesia non accipit, pro qua bea 
Cyprianus sanguinem fudit.—Idid. Cap. wevii. . | 
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St. Augustin rejected the error were because the Church 
rejected it, and it was contrary to the Scriptures. And by the 
help of the ingenious little trickery of cutting out a sentence or 


two between passages which furnish their real meaning, the Rector 


has sought to represent St. Augustin as opposed to Tradition, 
and an advocate for Scripture as the sole rule for faith. But his 


artifice has not only completely failed, but even afforded a 
strong confirmation of the very doctrine which he sought to 


‘impugn ! 


- The second passage compels me to put to the Rector one or 


_ two troublesome questions. Does not St. Augustin here actually 
establish, instead of rejecting the authority of Bishops: and 
Councils? He asserts that the epistles of particular Bishops 
are to be corrected by the collective intervention of Councils, 
which is Mr. Faber’s own paraphrastic translation of St. Augus- 


tin’s simple words, per Concilia. The Rector will probably 
reply: O yes; but just after the Father tells you how far he 


values even plenary Councils, saying that they may often be 


amended by later Councils ; when, through better experience, that 
which was shut is opened, and that which lay hid is known. 
Softly, Mr. Faber; St. Augustin could not talk so sweepingly 
about plenary Councils in his day, as the Rector of Long Newton 
can now; because we must recollect that only ¢wo general 
Councils had been held; that of Nice in 325, and the First of 
Constantinople in 381. Neither was the former amended by 
the latter; but its creed adopted, with the addition of the. 
articles on the Holy Ghost, and the Catholic Church, not by 
way of correction, but amplification. All that the holy Doctor 
meant, was, that later Councils might amend the decrees 
of preceding ones in matters of fact or mere discipline, but 
certainly he did not mean any amendment in matters of 


faith. His very words clearly shew this: he says that amend- 
ments may be made when things before hidden. or not fully 


known, are discovered by better experience: cum aliquo experi- 
mento rerum, aperitur quod clausum erat, et cognoscitur quod 
latebat. Matters of faith are not found out by better experi- 
ence, though they may be gradually deduced from divine reve- 
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lation, by the written or unwritten word of God. The aint Pe: 
therefore alludes solely to those matters of fact which might be ‘| 
cleared up, or those of mere discipline which might be altey 
through better experience. * 
The sentiments of the great St. Augustin on the vabjoct il oft 
Tradition are too manifest in all his writings to receive any con- — 
tradiction from the worthless quibbling attempted by the cita-_ 
tion of these passages. Even as before, in the very next — 
sentence after Mr. Faber’s second quotation so partially picked — 
out, we find copious evidence of the belief of the holy Father. — 
Speaking of the validity of Baptism conferred by heretics, he 
says: ‘ Nor should we ourselves dare to assert such a thing, if — 
“we were not supported by the most. united authority of the 
“ς Universal Church, to which also Cyprian himself would 
“ doubtedly have yielded, if at that time the truth of this — 
* question had been solidly established, being elucidated and a 
“ declared by a plenary Council.’’* & 
This alone suffices to overturn all that Mr. Faber seeks 
to construct upon St. Augustin. It shews his conviction 
that St. Cyprian with all his wisdom, would have humbly sub- — 
mitted to the decision of the Church, speaking by a plenary — 
Council, from her own sacred deposit of Tradition. Whoever 
with such a sentence before his eyes could have attempted to 
put forth St. Augustin as one who undervalued the authority of — 
general Councils, could have studied his theology no where bu a 
αὖ Long Newton. i 
To expose yet more completely the folly and dishonesty of the 
Rector in pretending that St. Augustin rejected all that was not 
found to be canonical, that is, clearly contained in Scripture: 
observe the following, still on the subject of heretical Baptism : 
“ Which practice I believe comes from apostolical Tradition : 
“as many things which are not found in their epistles, nor in 
“later Councils, and yet because they are observed throughout 


* “ Nec nos ipsi tale aliquid auderemus asserere, nisi universe Ecclesia 
" concordissima autoritate firmati, cui et ipse Cyprianus sine dubio cederet, 
“ si jam illo tempore fidrenr” hu Mf veritas eliquata et declarata per Con- 
‘* cjlium plenarium solidaretur.” Aue. JL. ti. De Baptist. C. iv. 
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“the Church, are believed to have descended from the Apos- 
ἐς 4165. Ὁ And again: “The Apostles commanded nothing 
© hereof, but that custom which was adduced against Cyprian, 
“must be believed to have arisen from their Tradition, like 
“many others which the Universal Church maintains, and on 


© this account are well believed to have been ordered by the 


© Apostles, although they are not found written.”’+ 
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I think Mr. Faber may now be charitably admonished that 


| € “tis ill playing with edged tools.” If he is wise, he will let the 
_ Fathers alone. So far from favouring his ideas, they will only 
_ pour out their mighty testimony the more copiously against 


him. He has appealed here to nine of the most illustrious of 


these holy men; and not one has been his advocate, but all 
_ have powerfully witnessed against him. Yet he congratulates 


himself upon what he calls, “ the well ascertained occurrence of 


“ »yerpetual contradictions both to Scripture and to the primitive 
“ Church and to other Councils and even to themselves ;” and 
talks vaingloriously of “ the arrogant pretensions of the Roman 


_ © Church to an inerrancy of deciding .. even upon an indigested 


“ὁ chaotic mass of silly oral Traditions;”’ and of “ the Bible 
“ alone, professedly shutting out the Apocrypha,” being acknow- 


_ ledged by the early Fathers “ as the authoritative rule of faith 


“and practice.” For my part, I pity the man who can think 


himself entitled to a triumph after such achievements. I pity 
_ the man, who after a string of imaginary contradictions in Coun- 
_ cils, which dropped off one by one, as they came to be examined, 
and after a gorgeous multiplication of citations from the holy 


Fathers, not one of which testified for him, while some actually 


_ deposed strongly against him, could attempt to impose upon 


any sensible reader by summing up thus conclusively in his own 


-* Quam consuetudinem credo ex apostolica traditione venientem, sicut 
multa non inveniuntur in literis eorum neque in conciliis posteriorum, et 
tamen quia per universam custodiuntur Ecclesiam, non nisi ab ipsis tradita 
et commendata creduntur.—S. Aue. De Bapt. contra Donat. Lib. ii. Cap. vii. 


+ Apostoli autem nihil quidem exinde preceperunt, sed consuetudo illa 
uz apponebatur Cypriano, ab eorum traditione exordium sumpsisse cre- 
enda est, sicut sunt multa que universa tenet Ecclesia, et ob hoc ab Apo- 

stolis preecepta bene creduntur, quanquam scripta non reperiantur.—S. Auc. 
De Bapt. contra Donat. Lib. v. Cap. xviii. 
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favour. I have examined every one of his quotations: I hag Ὁ 
refuted all his objections: I have answered every point of ἢ 
argumentation: and I willingly leave the impartial aati 
decide, whether the Rector’s laboured, and 1 must add, dishor 25 | 
controversial endeavours have in the slightest degree disprove 
the true Catholic doctrines on the authority and inerrancy of th the: 
Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman Church, and the necessity « of 
receiving the word of God unwritten, as well as written, Τα: 
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CHAPTER III. 


i SUPREMACY. 


Section I.—Proors ror SUPREMACY. 


re Faser begins his Chapter on Supremacy by a long state- 
ment of our belief on the subject, made up very heterogeneously 
from the “Council of Trent, and Pope Gregory VII. and Pope 
Pius IV.” It will be sufficient for our purpose to state simply 
what is of Catholic Faith in this matter, as that alone 1 am 
‘pledged to defend. This is contained in the decree of the general 
Council of Florence in 1439. “We define that the Holy 
“ Apostolic See, and the Roman Pontiff hold the primacy over 
“all the world; and that this Roman Pontiff, the successor of 
“the blessed Peter, the Prince of the Apostles, is the true Vicar 
“of Christ, the head of the whole Church, and the father and 
“teacher of all Christians; and that to him, in the person of 
“Peter, was committed, by our Lord Jesus Christ, the full 
“power of feeding, directing, and governing the Universal 
“Church, according to the manner specified in the acts of 
“general Councils, and in the holy Canons.” 
_ All that the Council of Trent defined on the subject is thus 
expressed in our profession of Faith: “We acknowledge the 
“Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Roman Church, for the mother 
“and mistress of all churches: and we promise and swear true 
“obedience to the Roman Pontiff, who is the successor to St. 
“Peter, Prince of the Apostles, and the Vicar of Jesus Christ.” 
_ Mr. Faber proceeds to give three passages from Scripture, 
which, he says, “serve as a basis for the mighty superstructure 
“of Dominant Roman Supremacy,” and he afterwards puts 
Ρ 
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down those citations from St. Irenzeus, Tertullian, Origen and | 
Cyprian, which he tells his reader, are “ adduced by the ΑΝ : 
“doctors in evidence of the actual primeval exercise of this 
wd supremacy.” Mr. Faber reserves his remarks till after this” 
copious exhibition: but I shall first examine his argumentation 4 
on the scriptural proofs, and then attend to his lucubrations ¢ on 
the evidence of the early Fathers. : Υ̓ 
The Rector takes two points to be by us substantiated ; J 
first, that Christ constituted St. Peter head of the Church and 
of all the other Apostles: and the second, that St. Peter’s 
authority has descended to the Roman Church and bishop. Do 
then the alleged texts of Scripture demonstrate, that Christ con - 
stituted St. Peter head of the Church? The Rector makes s ort 
work of two. of the passages: to which however I shall make 
him show more respect before I finish. The sole text, he says, 
which carries even the least cogency, is the following memorable 
passage from St. Matthew, xvi. 13, 19.—%* And Jesus cé me ᾿ 
“ into the quarters of Cesarea Philippi: and he asked his disciples ᾿ 
“ saying: “ Who do men say that the son of manis? ὁ ad : 
“they said: Some say ¢hat thou art John the Baptist, and 
“‘ other some Elias, and others Jeremias, or one of the orton Se 
“ Jesus saith to them: But who do you say that 1am? Simon 
“ Peter answered and said: Thou art Christ the Son of the” 
“ living God. And Jesus answering, said to him: Blessed ὃ t 
“ thou Simon Bar-Jona: because flesh and blood hath not re- 
“vealed it to thee, but my Father who is in heayen. And | [ 
say to thee: that thou art Peter; and upon this rock ιν i 
“ build my church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail ag ast 
“it. And I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of heavalll 
“ And whatsoever thou shalt bind upon earth, it shall be boun ἐξ 
* alsoin heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt loose upon earth, it : 
* shall be loosed also in heaven.” a 
The Rector finds it most convenient to escape from all the” 
troublesome parts of this passage, by confining his remarks μι 


the two clauses of St. Peter being the rock upon which Chri 
was to build his Church, and of the exclusive conveyance to hi 
of the binding and loosing power of the keys : “ for no where” 
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“else,” he says, “ in the entire text, can we discover a vestige 
“ of any grant of universal dominant Supremacy.” He admits, 
on the first clause, that St. Cyprian considers St. Peter to be the 
rock upon which Christ promises to build his Church, but 
argues that his evidence is of little avail, because we cannot shew 
that such an interpretation was received universally from the 
‘beginning. He informs us that SS. Justin, Athanasius, Jerom, 
Augustin, Chrysostom, and Hilary understood it differently ; 
and concludes, that since the import of the clause has been 
differently defined, even from the beginning, “gravely to build 
“a most important historical fact upon a palpably uncertain 
“interpretation, is surely the very apex of unhesitating fatuity.” 
_ It is always good to give such theologians as the Rector of 
Long Newton plenty of line, and to let them figure away to their 
_ heart’s content, before you grapple with them. They generally 
utter enough to accelerate their own discomfiture. Having 
therefore allowed my antagonist this full display of his capa- 
bilities, I now close upon him. 
To understand the remarkable text from St. Matthew, it is of 
importance to notice that our Lord had previously, and at his 
very first interview with Simon, changed his name into Cephas, 
that is Peter, or Rock: “ And Jesus looking upon hin, said : 
“Thou art Simon the son of Jona: thou shalt be called Ceplias, 
_ “which is interpreted Peter.”* Could the eternal wisdom of 
the Father have done this without a meaning? Was it not 
clearly a preparatory sign of his intending Simon for some 
special character or dignity, corresponding with such a name ? 
But take it in connexion with the event recorded in our text. 
_ Jesus receives from Peter a glorious confession of his divinity. 
He asks of all his apostles to declare his true character ; but 
_ Peter alone replies by an explicit declaration of his divinity. 
- For this our Saviour immediately pronounces him blessed, and 
᾿ singularly favoured, in having had this sublime mystery revealed 
_to him, not by flesh and blood, but by his heavenly Father. 
The Son of God proceeds to reward this striking confession of 


ν᾽ Sr. JOHN I. v. 42. 
Pp 2 
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Peter, by promising him a distinguished pre-eminence ar ᾿ 
authority over his Church, and over the other Apostles, as 
faith was more enlightened than theirs. And now it is eviden 
what was his original intention in calling his name Rock. Hi 
words are to this effect : “thou hast truly said to me, ¢hou ar 
“ Christ, the Son of the living God ; and in return I say to 
“ thee, that thou art Rock, and upon this Rock 1 will build m 
“ Church.” Here is a natural application of a name to a cha. 
racter : he had called him Rock, and he promises to build upor 
him : here is an obvious reward for a glorious confession: here 
is a clear pre-eminent privilege above others, granted to him, 
who had already received a heavenly revelation above others. 
But what meaning would there have been in our Lord’s remarks 
able words, and proceeding on this occasion, if we must have 
paraphrased them in the crooked style of Long Newton, thus: 
“1 have called thee already by the name of Rock, but withou ΄ 
“ any apparent purpose : thou alone hast gloriously confesse 
“ my divinity, and I say to thee in return that thou art Rock, 
“ and I will build my Church upon myself, or upon the faith of : 
“ my divinity ?” Such must be the strange incoherent languag re 
put into the mouth of eternal Wisdom, on the reasoning of the ἀ ἐς 
Rector of Long Newton. | 
But Mr. Faber advances no argument against our interpreté ‘a= 
tion, except that the clause was differently understood by the 
early Fathers. He admits that had they invariably understood 
the clause as we do, “a tolerably strong case would have beer 
“ made out for at least a personal supremacy in St. Peter ;” Ὁ 1 
that as the early Fathers give different interpretations, the cz 
is otherwise. St. Justin, he tells us, contends that the rock “i 
“not Peter individually, but Peter’s confession of faith.” SS. ; 
Athanasius, Jerom and Augustin, “maintain that the rock is” 
“ Christ himself.” St. Chrysostom, he admits to have, in one Ε 
place, supposed “ Peter individually to have been the rock : by Ἔ 
“in another place, he pronounces, that the rock was Peter's 
“ confession ; and explicitly. condemns the idea that Peter ro 
“himself could have been intended.” St. Hilary “ states, that! 
“ the Church was built upon the rock of the confession of Peter.” 
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Finally the Rector hints in a note, that as far as he can under- 
' stand him, St. Cyril of Jerusalem seems to have taken the same 
view of the text. This is the mighty evidence accumulated by 
the Rector; that is, he adduces a few Fathers against many ; he 
_ brings a few whose words are easily reconciled with the usual 
_ Catholic interpretation, while we can speedily bring forth a host 
_ whose words are too plain for even his artifices to evade. It is 
_ well known that some few of the holy Fathers have interpreted 
_ the rock as meaning Christ himself, or St. Peter's confession ; 
_ but these did not even so exclude the application of it to the 
q person of St. Peter. The Fathers often expounded allegorically 
_ what bore also a literal sense. Here is ample room for such 
_ allegorical exposition, inasmuch as the Church may justly be 
_ considered to be built on Christ as the primary and essential 
_ foundation ; on St. Peter as the secondary and ministerial foun- 
᾿ dation ; on the faith and confession of Christ’s divinity, as the 
_ formal; and even, as Erasmus took it, on the faithful them- 
_ selves, as the material foundation. Thus the holy Fathers 
_ according to their argument at the time of writing, accommodated 
the words of Christ to an allegorical sense, but did not on that 
account exclude the literal interpretation of the rock being St. 
Peter himself. 

St. Augustin indeed appears to exclude our interpretation in 
his Retractations, Chap. 21—where he says: “I have said in a 
“certain part of my writings of the Apostle Peter, that the 
_ “Church was founded upon him as upon a rock,.... But I know 
_ “that I have often since expounded so, that by the words, upon 

_ “this rock, should be understood Him whom Peter confessed, 
_ “for it was not said to him: thou art petra, but thou art Petrus : 
_ “but the rock (petra) was Christ. The reader however may 
“ choose which of these two opinions is the more probable.” St. 
Augustin then after all does not attach any great importance to 
his later opinion ; since he leaves his reader at liberty to prefer 
the old one if he thinks it more probable. And so far the holy 
Father is quite as much for our interpretation. But heis more: 
his Jatter opinion he would himself have abandoned, if he had 
better understood the original text. St. Augustin was no 
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Hebrew scholar, and his words plainly shew that he mistook the j 
text. His reason for his latter opinion was, that Christ did not 3 
call the Apostle Petra but Petrus. He thought the word Cephas_ με 
did not mean a rock, but something of a rocky nature, expressed — 
in Latin by Petrus. Therefore he thought that Petra, the rock, — 
meant Christ, quoting St. Paul, that the rock was Christ. a é 
opinion then manifestly founded upon the ignorance of Hebrew, 
and which the holy Father leaves us free to reject, can avail the 
Rector little enough. ee 

Some other early Fathers interpret the rock’to be Peter’s ξ 
confession. Mr. Faber eagerly lays hold of certain expressions 
of St. Justin, St. Chrysostom, and St. Hilary as favourable to 
this opinion. “Mr. Faber must allude to the following passage 
in St. Justin ;—“ For he (Christ) also surnamed one of his dis- 
“ ciples Peter, who was before called Simon, when he confessed — 
“him to be Christ the Son of God, according to the revelation — 
“of his Father.”* He most ingeniously makes St. Justin cons 
tend that the rock is not Peter, but Peter’s confession of ΟΝ 
St. Justin has nowhere said that the rock was not Peter; he 
does not exclude that interpretation. He merely intimates that 
the Apostle’s confession was rewarded by the name of Peter; — 
and we are left to infer very naturally, that the name of Peter, 
signifying a rock, was not given without some further meaning, — 
but that in reward of Peter’s confession he was to be made the 
foundation rock of Christ’s Church. This is a deduction so just . 
and obvious, that Mr. Faber has again in this case referred to a 
Father who deposes against him, rather than in his favour. 

In truth Mr. Faber gets the worst of every appeal which he — 
makes to the Holy Fathers. He refers to St. Hilary as confi- — 
dently as he did to St. Justin, and boldly tells us that St. Hilary 
agrees with him in stating, “ that the Church was built upon the — 
“‘ rock of the confession of Peter.” But just look up his refereinlal Ξ 
gentle reader, and look a little among the writings of St. Hilary, — 
and the Rector’s fine idea will soon vanish. Mr. Faber’s reference Ἐ 
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ἐπωνύμασε ΤΕΤρον.--ϑ. ΦΌΒΤΙΝΙ, Dial. cum Tryphon. Cap. ὁ. A: 
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vis to St. Hilary’s 6th Book on the Trinity, where he says: “The 
“ building of the Church is upon this rock of confession ;” and 
also: “This faith is the foundation of the Church, by this faith 


“ the gates of hell are weak: this faith has the keys of the king- 


“dom ofheaven.” But did the holy Father, when he thus wrote, 
mean to exclude the idea of St. Peter’s being personally the 


rock? By no means; he signified that the faith of Peter was 


_ the rock, inasmuch as by that faith he merited to become the 


foundation of the Church, and because his faith was not to fail, 


_ but to become the support of his brethren; and thus it is one 
_ and the same thing to say that the Church was built upon St. 
_ Peter, or upon his confession. Accordingly St. Hilary in the 


same place speaks of St. Peter himself in these remarkable words : 
“ He deserved a super-eminent place by the confession of his 
“ blessed faith :” and a little further on: “ Hence he has the 
““ keys of the kingdom of heaven, hence his judgments on earth 
“6 are heavenly.” And on this very text of St. Matthew, he says 
of St. Peter: ‘“ O thou foundation of the Church, happy in the 
‘‘ appellation of anew name.” This settles the question of St. 
Hilary’s opinion, to the perfect confusion of the boastful Rector 
of Long Newton. 

Indeed as if the Rector had begun by this time to doubt bis 
ability to represent the holy Fathers correctly, he says: “ The 
“‘ same view of the text, so far as I can understand him, seems 


_ “to have been taken by Cyril of Jerusalem.” In sooth the 
_ Rector had good need of his salvo; it is his only chance of 
_ escape from the charge of grossly perverting the sentiments of 
_ St. Cyril. Here are the words referred to: “ Peter the prince 
_ “ of the apostles, and the supreme preacher of the Church, .... 
_ “ says to him: Thou art Christ ; nor that alone, but, the Son of 


“ the living God. And forthwith is annexed to this word a decla- 


_ “ration of béatitude, for it was truly above human capacity, 
_ “and a seal upon the declaration, because it was the Father who 


“had revealed it. For the Saviour says: Blessed art thou Simon 
“ Bar-Jona, because flesh and blood hath not revealed it to thee, 
ὡ but my Father who is in heaven. Whoever therefore confesses 
“our Lord Jesus Christ to be the Son of God, shares in beati- 


112 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. ὡ 


“tude.”* Is this taking the same view? Is this interpreting 
the rock to be St. Peter’s confession? St. Cyril never once 
mentions the rock. He goes no further than to remind his — 
hearers, that Christ proclaimed St. Peter blessed, for having — 
confessed his divinity by revelation from the Father. But did — 
not the Rector notice the pointed declaration of St. Peters 
supremacy in those words: “ Peter the prince of the apostles, — 
* and the supreme preacher of the Church ?’+ Did he never see 
a similar expression in St. Cyril’s Catechesis xvil.? “ Peter, the 
“ prince of the apostles, and keeper of the keys of the kingdom ~ 
“of heaven.”{ Is this taking the same view? or is it ποῦ 
manifestly taking that view for which we contend, that St. Peter 
was exalted to the supremacy in reward of his confession; and — 
if so, that St. Peter must have been the rock? Traly <_ 
Fathers are all fatal to the speculations of Faberism. ἢ 
The Rector cannot help acknowledging that St. John Chry- 4 
sostom, in one place, “ supposes Peter individually to have been 
“the rock,” but says that in another place he pronounces “ that 
“ the rock was Peter’s confession ; and explicitly condemns the 
“ idea, that Peter himself could have been intended.” The lat 
passage is as follows; “ Upon this rock, (ze7pa) he did not coy 
“ upon Peter (Πετρῳ); for he built his Church not upon na 
“ but upon faith.” || 4 
But these words are easily reconciled with our interpretations ἱ 
which we shall soon shew to have been also that of St. Chry-— 
sostom. He here makes rather an application of our Saviour’s — 
words, than a strict interpretation. Our Saviour did not build 
his Church upon Peter as a mere man, because had it been built 
on any human foundation, it must have been liable to fall, and 


ne = 


* §. Cyrinui. Hrerosou. Catech. vi. Cap. iii. a 


+ Πέτρος ὃ ὃ “ρω]ος της TOV ἐἀποςύλων, καὶ τῆς Exnanolas κορυφαιος, : 
xnpus »—Idid. + 

t Ὃ προτοςάτης τῶν ὠποςόλον καὶ τῆς βάσιλειας τῶν ou peavey Hebe - 
Sources Πέτρος. —Catech. xvii. Cap. 27. Bt 

| "Eat ταύτῃ τὴ 7 Tpq Oux εἶπεν, ἐπὶ τῷ Πέρῳ. ὅτε γὰρ ἐπί τῷ. 
ενθρώπῳ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ τὴν πίςιν τὴν ἑαυτῇ ἐκκλησίαν Oxod ouNTE.—S. Joan. 
Curysostom. Serm. de Pentecoste. Op. Tom. vi. p. 197. Edit. Francofwt. 4. 
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the Saint’s main object in this place, is to extol the indefecti- 
_ bility ofthe Church. But our Lord built his Church upon Peter, 
prepared by divine revelation and indefectible faith to become 
_ the rock of foundation. In this sense St. Chrysostom proclaims 
“te Church to have been built upon the faith of Christ’s divinity, 

that faith having merited for Peter the honour of becoming the 

rock of the Church. The holy Father says in the very next 
words: “ He called the Church the rock, receiving the waves, 
᾿ “and not being moved .... What is then upon arock? The 
* confession, upon the words.’”* Thus it is plain that St. Chry- 
sostom is writing in an allegorical style of application, referring 
the words ingeniously to various significations. But such appli- 
cations cannot destroy or invalidate those other passages, where 
he speaks more strictly as an interpreter. Mr. Faber could not 
help feeling the force of the first passage, to which he refers. It 
is this: “ That Peter, the head of the Apostles, the unshaken 
** foundation, the firm rock, the prince of the Church, the invin- 
“ cible gate, the immovable tower.”+ I beg leave to remind him 
of another, where St. Chrysostom speaks positively as to the 
name of Peter: “ Hear what Christ says to Peter, the pillar, 
“ the foundation, on that account called Peter, because he was 
“ petrified in faith.”{ Mr. Faber might have referred to St. 
Chrysostom’s direct comment on the text of St. Matthew, where 
he says: “ Upon this rock I will build my Church: that is, 
“upon the faith of the confession.” But unluckily for him, he 
must have seen a few lines lower down the page, that the holy 
Father still: speaks of St. Peter as made “ firmer than any 


ΟΝ Πέτραν τὴν ἐκκληςίαν ἐκάλεσε, δεχομένην κύμα]α, καὶ μὴ σαλευο- 
μένην: «... Τί οὖν ἐσῆιν, ἐπὶ τῇ πέτρᾳ ; ὁμολογία ἐπὶ τοῖς ῥήμασιν. 
S. Joan. Curysost. loco supra citat. 

_ F Πέτρον ἐκεῖνον, τὴν κορυφὴν τῶν ὠποςολων, τὴν upnaida τὴν ἀσά- 
λευτὴν, τὴν πέτραν τὴν ἀρραγὴ, τὴν πρῶτην τῆς ἐκκλησίας, τὴν λιμένα 
τὴν ἀκα]αμάχητην, τὴν πύργον τὴν ἀσάλευτην.---5. Joan. Curys. Hom. 
69 in Petrum et Eliam, Op. Vol.1, p. 157. Edit, Francofurt. 

f “Anus τί φησι τῷ Πέτρῳ, τῷ «ύλῳ; Tn κρηπῖδι, τῷ διὰ τῷ κλεθέντι 
Πέτρῳ, ἐπειδὴ τη πίςει πέπετρωμένος ἣν.---8. Curys. Hom. in Psalm L. 
Op. Vol. iti. p. 864. . 

a 
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rock.”* And in another place, he has this decisive expression τὶ 


* Peter the foundation of the Church.”’t+ Thus it is plain that 
the great St. Chrysostom did in reality understand St. Peter to 
have been the rock, and as such constituted the foundation os, 7 
head of the Church. εἰ 
It remains to examine how far the Rector will gain by hig 
reference to St. Athanasius and Jerome. The sole passage to 
which he refers in St. Athanasius, says nothing either for or 
against the question of St. Peter’s. being the rock. The Sai t : 
merely. quotes the words of Christ, to shew that the Church is 
invincibly established on a firm promise. After citing the text 
itself, the holy Father simply adds these words: “A faithful 
““ word, and an unshaken promise, and the Church invincible.”"f 
To what purpose is such a passage in our present argument? 
Well might the Rector content himself with a reference only ! ἀξ 
It was an evil hour when Mr. Faber ventured upon this small” 
attempt upon St. Athanasius. I will not insist upon the following 
passage, though it is every where quoted as from an epistle of! 
St. Athanasius to Pope Felix: “Thou art Peter, he says, ἃ Ε 
“upon thy foundation the pillars of the Church, that is, 
bishops, are confirmed ;” because there are some who οὐπαϊα 8 
the Epistle spurious. But Mr. Faber lays it down as a principle 
that the belief of the supremacy depends in the writings of 
Fathers upon their understanding the rock to be St. Peter. Con. si 
versely then, if a Father is proved to have held and acknow: 
ledged the Supremacy, he must have held the rock to be ὃ 
Peter. But Mr. Faber having doggedly read the early Father 
must have observed that St. Athanasius acknowledged the 
Supremacy in the fullest degree. Therefore, Mr. Faber ought 
to have concluded honestly that St. Athanasius did se pe ἐξ: 


ἐπ} 

* Kal ἄνθρωπον ἁλίεα πετράς πάσης ἐποφῆνα! ςεῤῥότερον τῆς οἰκά- Ὁ 
μένης πολεμέσης ἁπάσης, ταυτὰ ἀντῷ ἐσπαγέλλεται δώσειν. - 
5. Curys. Hom. LV. in Matt. Cap. xvi. ». 592. ee 
+ Ὃ Πετρος ἡ κρηπὶς τῆς Exxancias.—S. Curys. Hom. 4, de verbis 
Esaia, Vidi Dominum. Op. Tom iii. p. 753. BAS 
ΟἿ Πιρύς ὃ λόγος, καὶ ἀσάλευτος ἡ ὑπόσχεσις, καὶ ἡ Ἐκκλησία &n7 i τ 
705.—S. ΑΤΉΑΝ. Unum esse Christum, Oratio, p. 667. Edit. Paris. bie 
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rock to mean St. Peter. I refer him for proof to this splendid 
address of the Epistle of St. Athanasius to St. Mark, Pope, and 
_ successor to St. Sylvester: “To our holy Lord and venerable in 
_ © apostolic honour, Mark, Pope of the holy Roman and Apostolic 
_ © See, and of the Universal Church.” | ΠΝ 
Mr. Faber’s reference to St. Jerom is yet more fatal to his 
- own purpose. The very passage to which he refers, testifies that 
_ the Church was built upon St. Peter, the precise point which we 
_ maintain. “To Simon who believed in the rock Christ, he gave 
_ the name of Peter. And according to the metaphor of a rock, 
_ “it is rightly said to him: I will build my Church upon thee.”* 
But St. Jerom is too plain upon the matter, for any to doubt 
his opinion. Why did the Rector unfairly keep out of sight the 
following? ‘“ The Apostle Peter, upon whom the Lord founded 
_ the Church.”+ Why did he not quote, or refer to another, 
where though St. Jerom is extolling St. John on account of his 
virginity, he allows that the Church was built upon St. Peter, 
and that he was made supreme above all the other Apostles. 
“‘ The Church is founded upon Peter: although in another place 
“ it is upon all the Apostles :”{ evidently declaring that Peter is 
_ the next foundation to Christ, preferred before all the other 
Apostles, who were secondary and subordinate foundations. Mr. 
Faber moreover must have known, and why did he conceal the 
splendid testimony of St. Jerome, writing to Pope Damasus ? 
“1 following no first master but Christ, am associated in com- 
“‘munion with your holiness, that is with the chair of Peter ; 
“ upon that rock I know the Church was built.’’|| i 

_ Verily the Rector has done his cause no good by this sorry 
exhibition of references to the holy Fathers; but in the eyes of 


_* Simoni, qui credebat in petram Christum, Petri largitus est nomen. 

Ac secundum metaphoram petre, recte dicitur ei: sdificabo Ecclesiam 

meam super te.—S. Hieron. Lid. iii. in Matt. Cap. avi. Op. Tom. vi. p. 33. 

Edit. Colon. 1616. 

νὰ! Apostolus Petrus, super quem Dominus fundavit Ecclesiam.—S.H1ERon. 
αἱ Marcellam, Adv. Montan. Epist. 54. 

__{ Super Petrum fundatur Ecclesia: licet idipsum in alio loco super omnes 

apostolos fiat—S, Himron. Adv. Jovinian. Lib. 1, Cap. 14. 

walk Ego nullum primum, nisi Christum sequens, beatitudini tue, id est 

cathedree Petri, communione consocior: super illam petram edificatam 

Ecclesiam scio.—S. Hrzron. Damaso, Epist. 57. . 
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every honest reader he must have brought upon his cause dis- _ 
credit, and upon himself contempt.. For I have shewn that not | 
one of his quotations has proved his assertions, but that <j 3 
have either established the contrary, or might be very nat μὴ, ; 
rally and legitimately reconciled to that sense of Scrip | : 
for which we contend. Those Fathers who speak of the Ch Ἢ 
as built upon Peter’s confession, speak 1 in what may be termed a 
causal sense; as when we say a state is supported by the fidelity Lf 
of such a prime minister, we mean that the minister is the pillar 
of the state on account of his fidelity. And those other Fathers 
who speak of the rock as Christ himself, speak of the prime y : 
foundation rock of the Church, which is undoubtedly Jesu ‘} ξ 
Christ; but without excluding the secondary rock which is St. 
Peter, who himself rests upon Christ, the corner stone. 4 
Mr. Faber began by asserting that if the present text call 
veyed any grant of Supremacy, this could only be on the suppo- 
sition that Peter is the rock of the Church. He referred to 
various Fathers to disprove this interpretation. It has b 
shewn that not one of these deposes against it, but that by al 
of them, directly or indirectly, it is admitted. Therefore it 
stands established that Peter is the rock ; and consequently, — 
that this text plainly conveys the grant of Supremacy. Mr. Ξ 
Faber will by this time, perhaps, have discovered that he had 
done wiser by not attempting to shake the rock. I shall just 
remind him that his own references injured his cause, for who- : 
soever shall fall on this stone, shall be broken ; while they only = 
caused the same Fathers to come down fatally upon his head, — 
with the most weighty and pointed evidence : but on whom-_ 
soever it shall fall, ἐξ will grind him to powder* HE 
I must here notice a personal attack upon myself, which the 
Rector introduces with the following attempt at pleasantry # 
“A modern theologian, Mr. Husenbeth to wit, has inde 
“roundly asserted—that by all the holy Fathers and Doctorly ας ΕΞ 
“ by all the Councils, and by the most learned and pious men in E 
“the world, in every age, down to the Reformation, the clause 
“in question has been uniformly understood as Catholics now a 
* St. Matt, vai. vod4. ἢ 
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© understand it. But the assertions of this declamatory writer, 
“in more instances than one, are not remarkable for their 
“scrupulous accuracy.” He goes on to say that my Defence 
against Blanco White, from which he quotes, having been 
designed for a popular tract, I “ rightly judged, that, with the 
_“ many, a bold front of hardy asseveration would produce a very 
(ὁ imposing effect,” particularly with all who were “well assured 
_“ of Mr. Husenbeth’s stern integrity and unbending accuracy.” 
_ Had I been guilty of the charges here preferred, it would ill 
_ become the Rector of Long Newton to stand up as my accuser. 
_ He denounces me for not being scrupulously accurate. Has he 
ever found me quoting a known spurious epistle as genuine, 
- which he has done in the case of that ascribed to St. Jerome, 
exposed already by me, in the Second Chapter of the present 
work, page 97? Has he ever caught me giving just a middle 
_ sentence, appearing to bear one meaning, and dishonestly sup- 
_ pressing the sentence before, and the sentence after it, which 
᾿ being supplied, the meaning is directly the reverse ; such as his 
own quotation from St. Augustin, which I have sufficiently 
castigated at page 100? No: these are the base tricks of his 
- own system. I have advanced nothing which I am not ready 
to support. And though it be allowable in a popular tract to be 
less minute and circumstantial both in citation and reference, 
than in a more learned and elaborate composition, I should 
_ scorn to have recourse to “a bold front of hardy asseveration,” 
_ to produce an imposing effect upon the multitude. I leave such 
_ cowardly subterfuges to the policy of our immaculate Rector, 
_ who in his popular tract, called Facts and Assertions, which 
_ forms No. 410 of the goodly dispersions of the Society who 
profess to disseminate Christian knowledge, puts on to the letter 
_ the “ bold front of hardy asseveration,” and imposes the above 
_ and all his other trickery upon the unsuspecting many.* 
__ I shall now substantiate my assertions. In my defence against 
᾿ avirulent attack upon the Catholic Faith by a Spanish apostate 


* This Tract, printed by the Rivingtons in 1831, may be considered to 
_ contain the pure siftings.of Faberism. 1 may some day shew up this precious 
attempt to impose upon the many. 
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priest, Blanco White, I had to repel that the meaning of the text, — 
Thou art Peter, &c. was obscure and doubtful: and I asked how — 
that passage could be of doubtful meaning which by all the holy 
Fathers and by all the Councils had been uniformly understooc ' : 
as Catholics now understand it.* Observe, I never asserted that 
none of the holy Fathers applied the rock to Christ, or to Peter's 
confession, in the secondary, allegorical, or causal sense of the 
term; but I did, and I do assert, and I will prove, that the text 
has been uniformly understood as we now understand it, that is, 
as literally meaning, that St. Peter was by these words consti- — 
tuted the foundation and supreme head on earth of the true 
Catholic Church of Christ. In the preceding pages it has been 
fairly proved, that every one of the Fathers to whom Mr. Faber 
referred as holding different opinions upon this text, are so many — 
strong witnesses for our interpretation. I therefore claim St 
Justin, St. Athanasius, St. Jerome, St. Augustin, St. Chrysostom, — 
St. Hilary, and St. Cyril of Jerusalem without farther quotation, — 
I shall now pursue the question through the holy Fathers of — 
the early ages. At present I cite nothing from Sr. Irenzxus 
who flourished in the second century, because I shall take up 
later in the course of the argument a passage from that Holy 
Father to which Mr. Faber objects. I say nothing for the samé 
reason of the two passages from TERTULLIAN, who wrote about 
the year 200, which Mr. Faber gives as the sole evidences in our 
favour from that Father. I shall discuss these in their places; 
but I now cite another most pointedly to the purpose, of which 
Mr. Faber says not one syllable, for a very obvious reason. 
“ Was any thing concealed from Peter, called the rock for he 
* foundation of the Church, who obtained the keys of th : 
“ kingdom of heaven, and the power of loosing and binding in 
“ heaven and earth ὁ ε Ἵ : 
OriGEN wrote in the third century. Leaving for the present 
* Defence of the Creed and Discipline of the Catholic Church, against the 
Rev. J. Blanco White, &c. 1st Edition, page 69; 2nd Edition, page 53.— — 
This pe nen i man has recently changed again, and abandoned the Church 
of England ; and professes himself now an Unitarian. | a 
+ Latuit aliquid Petrum, edificande Ecclesiz petram dictum, claves regni 


celorum consecutum, et solvendi et alligandi in ccelis et in terris potesta- 
tem?—TertuLu. De Prescript. Hereticorum. § xxxii. τ΄ 
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with the passages alluded to from St. Ireneeus and Tertullian, 
and for the same reason, the quotation from Origen inserted by 
Mr. Faber, I adduce also the following. “ See what is said by 
“the Lord to that great foundation and most solid rock of the 
_ Church, upon which Christ founded the Church.’* 

Sr. Cyprian, in the third century. The testimonies from 
_ this holy Father that Christ built his Church upon St. Peter are 
_ so multiplied and so powerful, that even the Rector’s evil contro- 
_ versial genius could not help him to evade them. He acknow- 
_ ledges their full import: and therefore I need not repeat them. 
_ Sr. ΕΡΙΡΗΑΝΙῦΒ, in‘the fourth century, styles St. Peter “ the 
_ first of the Apostles, the firm rock, upon which the Church of 
“ God is built.’”’+ 

St. JAmes or Nisipis, who died in 350. “ Simon, the 
“head of the disciples, who denied Christ, saying, I did not see 
* him, and cursed and swore that he knew him not; as soon as 
“he offered to God contrition and repentance, and washed away 
“ his sins with the tears of his weeping, our Lord received him, 
*‘ and made him the foundation, and called him the rock of the 
“¢ edifice of the Church.” 

Juvencus, the Spanish Priest and Poet, who flourished early 
in the fourth century. “Then the Lord thus answers to Peter 
“..-- Thou dost support the name of Peter with worthy forti- 
“tude; and I will place upon this foundation and upon the 
“strength of this rock, my edifice to stand for ever with ever- 
“ Jasting walls.”’|| 


_.* Vide magno illi Ecclesize fundamento, et ee solidissime, super quam 
_ Christus fundavit Ecclesiam ; quid dicatur a Domino.—OricEN. Hom. 5 in 


ΟἿ Τὸν πρῶτον τῶν ᾿Απόςολων; τὴν πέτραν τὴν Sepedy ἐφ ἦν ἡ Ἐχκλησία 
«78 Θεὅ onod ounTat.—S, EprpH, in Ancorato, Sect.ix. Tom. 2. 
_ + J Simon, caput discipulorum, qui negavit Christum, dicens, non vidi, et 
_ anathematizavit, et juravit se eum nescire; ut primum contritionem et 
penitentiam obtulit Deo, et lavit peccata sua lacrymis fletus sui, suscepit 
eum Dominus noster, fecitque illum fundamentum, et vocavit eum petram 
edificii Ecclesi.—S. Jacosi ΝΊΒΙΒΕΝΙ. Serm. vii. de Penitentia. 
|| Tum Dominus forti respondet talia Petro : 
* * * * * * 
Tu nomen Petri digna virtute tueris; 
Hac in mole mihi saxique in robore ponam 
Semper mansuras eternis mcenibus 5468. 
Juvenct Hispani.—Hist. Evangelica. Lib, iii. 
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Sr. Epurem, of Edessa, in the fourth century, styles § 
Peter the prince and head of the Apostles.* 
Sr. Basi, in the fourth century, says of St. Peter that “he 
“ received upon himself the building of the Church.”’+ I may here 
cite the evidence even of a learned Pagan writer, who died in 3 00. ! 
Ammianus Marcexuinvus, from the universally acknow-_ 
ledged fact, says of the Pope, that “In the Bishop of Rome is “a 
“¢ seated the principal authority of the Christians.’’} ἬΝ 
Sr. Opratus of Milevis, in the fourth century. “ You 
“cannot deny that St. Peter, the chief of the Apostles, esta> 
“ blished an episcopal chair at Rome.”’|| " 
Sr. Gregory ΝΆΖΙΑΝΖΕΝ, in the fourth century, says that 
St. Peter “is called rock, and has the foundation of the Church 
* entrusted to him.” 4 
St. Grecory or Nyssa, in the fourth century, wills 
Peter “the head of the Apostles,” and declares that the Chur a 
of God is “ firmly built upon him.”** ie | 
St.AMBROSE, in the fourth century. “Finally on account of th J 
“ firmness of his devotion he is called the rock of the Churches, — 
“as the Lord says: Thou art Peter, &c.—For he is called a roch κ᾿ 
“ because he first laid the foundation in the acts of faith, δά 
“ supports as an immovable stone; the compact building of the © 
“ whole work of Christianity.”tt ἘΞ 
Sr. AsteRivus, in the fourth century. “ They (the Apostle) 
“ all gave way to Peter, and accepted the second place.”t{ ] 


* S. EpHrem.—De Compunctione. T.1. p. 151. Edit. Vossii. 


t Ἐφ᾽ ἑαυτὸν τὴν δικοδομην τῆς ἐκκλησίας δεξαμεένον.---ϑ. BASIL. Ade v. 

Eunom. L. it. T.1, p. 240. | τ 

t In episcopo Romano positam esse precipuam Christianorum autorita 

tem.—AMMIAN. MARCELLIN. L. av. Cap. vit. a 

{| De Schism Donat. Ba 

4 Πέτρα καλζιταῖν καὶ! τὲς θεμέλιους τῆς ἐκκλησίας πιςξυεται 
S. Gree. ΝΆΖΙΑΝΖΕΝ. Orat. de Moderatione in disput. T. 1, p. 453. 


** Ἢ χεφάλη τῶν ἀποςολων — ἔπιστηρίζεται.--, Greg. ΝΎΒΒΕΣΙ 
Orat. ti. De S. Stephano. if 

+t Denique pro + soliditate devotionis Ecclesiarum petra dicitur, sicut 
Dominus: es Petrus etc. Petra enim dicitur eo quod primus in actionih 
fidei fundamenta posuerit, et saxum immobile totius operis Christiani com 
pagem molemque contineat.—S. AmMBRosIus, Serm. 47. 


tt “Or παντες ὑποχωρειτωσαν τῳ TleT pm καὶ δευτερευειν ὁμολογυτωσ αἱ 
S. Aster. Hom.in SS. Pet. et Paul, T.1, pv 130, 135. 
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Sr. Pauuinus, Sr. Cyriu of Alexandria, St. 1.80 the Great, 
and St. Maximus, in the fifth century, might be cited; but 


it is superfluous to pursue the evidence further, since the 


foregoing extracts have so decidedly established the assertion, 


which Mr. Faber has so impudently controverted. 


My assertion respecting the holy Fathers is therefore fully 


_ vindicated. When I said that all of them uniformly understood 
_ the text of the rock as Catholics now do, I could not have been 
_ supposed to assert, that every one of those venerable men had 
_ spoken to the point, as I well knew that some had not mentioned 
_ the subject, at least in such of their works as the ravages of time 
have spared: but that of the many who did treat the subject, all 
_ agreed in our present doctrine, and none could be produced 
against it. Both stand now beyond dispute: I have produced 


overwhelming evidence for the first, and Mr. Faber so far from 
bringing any witnesses against it, has only added by the very 
Fathers to whom he refers, yet more evidence against his own 


system. Let him not quibble because the rock is not mentioned 


in some of the passages which I have just accumulated: he has 
himself laid down that the grant of Supremacy supposes that 
Peter is the rock of foundation ; and therefore, by his own rule, 


when a Father asserts the Supremacy, he virtually asserts the 


identity of Peter and the rock of the Church. 

1 asserted likewise that all the Councils understood the clause 
in our present Catholic sense. Upon which the grave Rector of 
Long Newton sets up a puerile chuckle at the impossibility of 
wading through all the acts of all the Councils to verify or falsify 


_ my “formidably large assertion.” Why any man not bordering 
_ on mental imbecility might see, that this part of my assertion 


_ would be fully borne out, if the general Councils admitted either 


in word or act the Pope’s Supremacy, and if no decree or act. of 


_ any one such Council could be produced in evidence on the 


other side. And how easily is the position established ? What 

said one of the Pope’s legates at the general Council of 

Ephesus in 431? “No one doubts that it is a thing known to 

“all ages, that St. Peter, prince and head of the Apostles, 
R 
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“who is the pillar of faith, and is the foundation of the 
“« Catholic Church,” &c* 
What said the Pope’s legates at the general Council of Chale 
cedon in 451, in their decree of condemnation against Dioscorus? 
“ Wherefore the most holy Archbishop of Rome, Leo, by us an 1 
“by this present Council, with the Apostle St. Peter, who is the 
“rock and the foundation of the Catholic Church and of the 
“ orthodox faith, hath deprived him of the episcopal dignity, a 
“ς of all sacerdotal ministry.”+ Now though these, or any otha 5] 
Councils before or after them, should have made no dogmatical 
decree that the rock was St. Peter, they all acknowledged’ the 
primacy of the Roman Bishop as of divine right. This no one 
will attempt to deny. Some were more explicit in their declara. 
tions than others, such as the first Council of Constantinople i 
381, which confirmed by an express canon the primacy of the 
Pope; and the second Council of Nice in 787, which received 
and approved the Epistle of Pope Adrian, in which the primacy 
is fully declared : but all practically admitted the Pope’s supreme 
authority as the successor of St. Peter; and since upon Mr 
Faber’s own principle they could not tive acknowledged thi 
‘Supremacy, without owning St. Peter to have been the rock, i 
this they all virtually consent. And thus in a short treatisé 
which I could not encumber with citations, I was justified | ἢ 
asserting briefly, but not without the conviction of possessing 
full means of proof, that all the holy Fathers and Council 
understood this text in the sense at present held by Catholics. Ὁ 
' Though sorry to have been thus compelled to detain the 
reader from the prosecution of the main argument, to repel Ἢ Ἢ 
impudent attack of the Rector, I have reason to feel satisfied o1 I 
another account, that it has afforded me occasion to place before 
the reader a strong body of irresistible evidence, accumulat od 
oe venerable witnesses of antiquity, all conspiring to sher 7 


* Nulli dedbiniay imo seculis omnibus notum est, qudd beatissimus Pet us 4 
Apostolorum princeps et caput, fideique columna, et Catholice Ecclesi 
fundamentum. Acta. 3 Conc. Ephes. T. 3. Cone. Lab. p. 626. a 


+ Acta, 4 Cone. T. 4, p. 425. 
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the literal interpretation of the rock as designating Peter, 
although they might occasionally adapt the words to other 
senses, like the bold allegory of St. Jerom, who says that “ not 
“ the body of St. Peter, but his faith walked upon the waters.’* 
Would any one in his senses thence affirm that St. Jerom 
denied St. Peter’s having really walked upon the sea at the 
bidding of his Master ? 

But it is time to resume our argumentation. I consider it 
now firmly established that the early theologians, from the 
beginning, uniformly understood the first clause of the rock, as 
- modern Catholics understand it; and that to be entitled to any 
consistency, Mr. Faber is bound in consequence to admit that 
“a tolerably strong case is made out for at least a personal 
_ “ Supremacy.” The other clause of the keys comes next to be 
- considered. | 

-. Our Blessed Saviour thus continued to reward St. Peter’s 
_ glorious confession of his divinity: “ And I will give to thee the 
“keys of the kingdom of heaven. And whatsoever thou shalt 
᾿ς bind upon earth, it shall be bound also in heaven; and whatever 
‘“‘ thou shalt loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.’’t 
Mr. Faber argues that the power of the keys was not given to St. 
Peter exclusively, but that exactly the same power of binding 
and loosing was subsequently given to all the Apostles. But 
let us attend to the circumstances in which the promise was 
made. Our Lord had just conferred upon St. Peter the glorious 
_ privilege of becoming the foundation of his Church, under the 
_ metaphor of an edifice built upon a rock. He now grants him 
_ another promise of Supremacy under a second appropriate meta- 
_ phor, by which his Church becomes a city or a kingdom, and 
_ the keys of it are promised to the Apostle, in token of his being 
_ in possession of Christ’s Church as its supreme ruler. So that 
_ the words of our Lord may be thus paraphrased: “I will give to 
_ “thee, Peter, the keys of the kingdom of heaven, that is, the 
| “ power of governing the universal Church, that by opening or 


* Super aquas non corpus Petri ambulasse, sed fidem.—S. Hieron. Ep. 
_ 61 ad Pammachium. Tom. 2. p. 244. 


+ St. Matt. xvi. 19. 
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“shutting the Church to men by these keys, thou mayest in 
* like manner open or shut to-them the kingdom of heave 
There is a passage in Isaias of a similar tendency, where the hig 
priesthood, and the supremacy over the synagogue, are promis ed 
to Eliacim in almost the same words: “ And I will lay the key 
“ of the house of David upon his shoulder: and he shall open, — 
“and none shall shut: and he shall shut, and none shall open.”* 

Though our Blessed Redeemer afterwards gave the power Ὁ f 
binding and loosing to the other Apostles, it is here promised to. 
Peter alone, and as a reward for a confession which he alone: 
made. It would haye been no special reward to him, if it had 
been no higher power and privilege than that conferred on the 
other Apostles. But being promised in such peculiar circum- 
stances, and promised here especially to Peter alone, it is 
Ἢ evidently a grant of higher and singular jurisdiction and primacy 
over the whole Church of God. The other Apostles had the 
power of binding and loosing, but a subordinate and limite 
power, in granting which our Saviour made no mention of the i 
keys. To St. Peter alone he said: “I will give to thee ὮΝ ᾿ 
“ keys of the kingdom of heaven.” So in a house or ἃ city, th 
servants or inferior magistrates have the power of opening or 
shutting certain doors or gates; but the master or governor 
keeps the principal key to himself, by which he can so shut tha δ 
none can open. ᾿᾿ 

The Rector supports his objection by the words of St ; 
Cyprian ; who, he says, fully admits that all the Apostles “ we: ᾿ 
" paint with an equal partnership both of honour and of 
“power.” The words of St. Cyprian are these: “ The othe 
** Apostles were indeed the same that Peter was, gifted with ; 
ff equal participation both of honour and power, but the begir : 
“ning proceeds from unity, and the primacy is given to Pete 
* that one Church may be shewn, and one chair.”t+ The wor is Ὶ 
in italics are wholly omitted by Mr. Faber, though they are τ 
the text of St. Cyprian. Why this unfair garbling? Was it 
because those words when supplied, destroy his whole objection? 
St. Cyprian declares, what we readily allow, that the Apostlag 


* Isaias veii. 22. + S. Cyprtan. De Unitate Ecclesia. 
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were equal in apostolical power, and were honoured equally by 
the people ; but it does not follow that they were equal among 
themselves. St. Leo seems to be explaining these very words 
of St. Cyprian in his Epist. 84 to Anastasius: “ Among the 
“most blessed Apostles, in like honour there was a certain 
“ difference of power, and though the election of all was equal, 
“it was still given to one, to be pre-eminent over the rest.” 
What St. Cyprian means, is that the Church began in Peter 
alone, as the head and foundation, that it might be shewn to be 
one from its having but one foundation and one head. But if. 
there could be any remaining doubt of St. Cyprian’s opinion on 


the subject of St. Peter’s primacy, his writings would supply 
_ overwhelming evidence, which I cannot think was unknown to 


_ Mr. Faber, though he has not the candour to produce it. The 


following will assuredly decide the question: “The Church, 


_“ which is one, and by the voice of the Lord is built upon one, 
_ “who also received the keys of it.’”’* 


Having now, I trust, satisfactorily proved that in the text of 
St. Matt. xvi. 15-19, our Blessed Saviour did constitute St. 
Peter the supreme head of his Church, under the two appro- 
priate metaphors of the rock and the keys; I shall proceed to 
prove that those other texts, which Mr. Faber thought it safe to 
dismiss “ without much ceremony,” and the allegation of which 
he even had the arrogance to pronounce “ utterly childish, and 
“serving only to shew the grievous scantiness of scriptural 
“testimony,” afford positive and striking corroborative proof of 
the supremacy of the blessed Apostle, St. Peter. 

One of these texts is from St. Luke xxii. 31, 32: © And the 
“Lord said: Simon, Simon, behold Satan hath desired to have 
“you that he may sift you as wheat. But I have prayed for 
“ thee that thy faith fail not; and thou, being once converted, 
“confirm thy brethren.” The Rector’s brief dismissal of this 


text is thus pompously enacted: “ How a prayer on the part 


“ of Christ that Peter’s faith should not fail, and how an 
“admonition to the same Apostle that he should strengthen his 


<<, tue una est et super unum, qui et elaves ejus accepit, Domini voce 
fundata est.”—S. Cypriant, Epist. 73, ad Jubaianum. 
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“ brethren when he himself should have been converted, 

“afford any historical proof, that Christ appointed Peter to be 
“the Monarch or Supreme Head of his Church, passes, I ant 
“‘ free to say, my own comprehension.” Perhaps I may be able 
to enlarge the limited comprehension of our bombastic Rector, 
who, like many others, can find room in his intellectual store- 
house for no more than it exactly suits his purpose to contain. 
Can he comprehend what gave occasion to these words? and 
why our Saviour, after stating that Satan desired to sift all the 
Apostles, informed Peter that he had prayed for him especially : 
“Satan hath desired to have you:” “but I have prayed for 
thee?” Can our dull Rector comprehend that the sure way. to 
arrive at the sense of any scriptural text, is to take it. with 
reference to circumstances preceding or following, and:duly to 
examine its bearing with respect to analagous passages? Let 
him look a little higher up in the chapter, and see what gave 
occasion to these remarkable words. He will find at verse 
24, that “there was also a strife among them, whic 
“of them should seem to be greater.” Our Saviour 
repressed this ambitious contention, by δὴ exhortation 
humility. He did not declare that no one should be place 
above the rest, but only inculcated a lesson essential to all 1 
authority, that they should not lord it imperiously over then 
brethren, but should ever govern with an humble. sense 
of their own infirmity: “He that is the greater among you, 
“let him be as the younger; and he that is the leader, as he that 
“serveth.” It is plain from this that he intended that there 
should be one greater and the leader among them; and he 
proceeded to point out St. Peter as the person. He assurec 
Simon that Satan had desired to sift all the apostles; but. tha’ 
he had prayed for him in particular, that his faith should not fail: 
“Satan hath desired to have you : but I have prayed for thee. 
Why this sudden transition from the plural to the singular? “ « It 
ἐς passes, Iam free to say, my own comprehension, ’ I imagin 
to be the reply from Mr. Faber. But is it not manifest tha 
our Saviour intended to constitute St. Peter the head of ἢ his 
Church, the greater and the leader among the Apostles; anc 
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_ that he prayed for the stability of his faith especially, because he 
was thus to become the support of the Church, and to confirm 
τ even his brother Apostles, by whose confirmation in the faith, 
_ the whole Church would be strengthened and kept together in 
unity. Hear how beautifully St. Leo the Great has explained 
the text in this sense. His words will elucidate and confirm 
the foregoing argument, whilst they will admirably introduce the 

_ passage of Scripture to be next considered. “The danger of 
“their strength being tried was common to all the Apostles, 
᾿ “they all needed the aid of the divine protection, for the devil 
| “desired to sift them all, and overthrow them all; and yet 
_ “special care of Peter is taken by the Lord, and he prays in 
“articular for the faith of Peter, as if the state of the others 

_ “would be more secure, if the mind of their prince were not 


“conquered. Therefore in Peter the fortitude of them all is 


᾿ ©nrotected, and the help of divine grace is so ordered that the 


“firmness which is bestowed, through Christ, upon Peter, shall 
‘be conferred through Peter upon the Apostles. For after his 


_ “resurrection the Lord said thrice to the Blessed Apostle Peter, 


“ after the keys of the kingdom, mystically to insinuate a triple 
** profession of eternal love, Feed my sheep.”* Thus far St. Leo, 


_ and St. Ambrose also says: “ Finally, Peter ‘is placed over the 


“ Church, after having been tempted by the devil.”’+ 
I hope the Rector will now be able to comprehend that this 


_ text clearly refers to the intended supremacy of St. Peter ; 
| which supremacy is yet more strikingly established by the next 
| quotation to be examined, from St. John xxi. 15-17—“ Jesus 
᾿ “said to Simon Peter: Simon son of John, lovest thou me more 
_ “than these? He saith to him: yea, Lord: thou knowest that 
_ “Tove thee. He saith to him: Feed my lambs. He saith to 
_ “him again: Simon son of John, lovest thou me? He saith to 
_ “him: yea, Lord, thou knowest that I love thee. He saith to 


| 


| 


_ him: Feed my lambs. He saith to him the third time: Simon 


“ son of John, lovest thou me? Peter was grieved, because he 


Ε. ΑΝ to him the third time, lovest thou me? And he said to 


ἘΚ, Luo. Serm. 2 de Natali Apost. Pet. et Pauli. 
+ S. AMBrRos. in Psalm 43. 
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* him: Lord, thou knowest all things: thou knowest that I loy 7 
“thee. He said to him: Feed my sheep.” Mr. Faber again 
professes not to be able to divine how the claim to supremacy is 
substantiated by a thrice repeated injunction to feed the flock of 
Christ. He understands the triple command to allude to the 
previous triple denial of the Apostle. Undoubtedly it did so 
allude; for our Lord intended that St. Peter should expiate his 
triple denial, by an act of love thrice repeated. ‘“ Yet,” continues 
Mr. Faber, “ by some inconceivable process, the Latin doctors 
“ transmute, what Peter himself with much mortification deemed 
** an implied xopeniot, into a glorious grant of universal donne Ὶ 
< Supremacy.” 2 
Such is the profound ρα discernment of the Rector a 
Long Newton, B. Ὁ. Master of Sherburn Hospital, and Preben- 
dary of Salisbury! It would certainly be an inconceivable pro- 
cess by which we could transmute the reproof of Peter conveyed 
in the triple question, into a grant of supremacy, which is reall y 
what this man here confusedly lays to our charge: but the pro- 
cess is very natural, by which we understand the words, Feed 
my lambs, Feed my sheep, to invest St. Peter with the supreme 
pastoral charge of the whole flock of Christ. Mr. Faber forgets 
to tell us why our Lord so significantly required of St. Peter; ' 
greater love than he did of the other apostles: “ lovest thou m e 
* more than these ?” 'This remarkable circumstance he <a 
passes over in silence. Yet it tends strongly to elucidate 
bearing of this text. If St. Peter was to have been no greate 
than the other apostles, why was he required to possess a erent 
love for his Divine Master? And if he was to be only equal to 
the rest, why is he in particular three times charged to feed both 
lambs and sheep? His former triple denial might indeed require 
on his part a triple act of repentant love; but surely a love equal 
to that of the other apostles, or at most equal to that of the 
ardent St. John, “ the disciple whom Jesus loved,” would have 
sufficed. But no: our Saviour had higher designs towards him, 
and therefore he asked: “lovest thou me more than these?” 
Again, Mr. Faber takes no notice of the charge to feed both lambs 
and sheep. By these words the primacy of Peter is manifest: 
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for Christ commits to him not merely the care of the lambs, but 


charges him with the care of the sheep, the care of those who feed 
the lambs, or in other words the supremacy over both people and 


pastors. Our Saviour had on a former occasion designated his 


Church as a sheepfold, of which himself was the good shepherd. 
And now he formally invests St. Peter with that same character, 


- to act in his place, and to feed his whole flock. To feed, in the 
_ Scripture language, is to direct and govern; whence princes are 
_ called pastors: and even Homer styles Agamemnon ποιμένα λαῶν, 


the shepherd-king of the people. St. Peter is therefore invested 


with the charge of supreme pastor and ruler, to lead the sheep 


_ and lambs of Christ to wholesome pastures, to direct and rule 


them, to keep them from going astray, to preserve them from 
noxious pastures, and from the wolf. 

As Mr. Faber’s policy was to get over these texts “ without 
* much ceremony,” he has not one word to say upon the meaning 


of this important charge, three times repeated by our Blessed 
_ Redeemer. Did he consider it no more than was enjoined to the 


other Apostles? But let me ask him where our Lord ever gave 
such a charge to any one of them. All that he told them in 
general was to teach all nations, and to remit sins, and bind and 
loose in his name. But he could not have charged each indivi- 
dual Apostle with the impossible commission of teaching all 
nations. Each was to teach one or more nations, but no one 
could teach 81}. Therefore St. Cyprian so well observes: “ He 
“ builds his Church upon him alone, and to him he commends 
“his sheep.”* As to the power of remitting sins, he had 
already given this on the very day of his resurrection to St. 
Peter, together with the other Apostles; why then should he 
now commit his flock to St. Peter alone? St. Cyprian will 
again tell us in the most beautiful language: “ Although to all 
“his Apostles after his resurrection he imparts an equal power, 
“and says: as my. Father hath sent me, I also send you, 
« Teceive ye the Holy Ghost, whose sins you shall remit, they 
« ‘Shall be remitted unto him; whose you shall retain, they shall 
“be retained: yet that he might manifest unity, he appointed 


* Sr. Cyprran.—Lib. de Unitate Ecclesie. 
s. 
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*‘ one chair, and disposed by his authority the origin of that 
‘same unity beginning from one.’* 1 cannot better conclude 
this argument than in the clear and convincing language of § " 
Bernard; for though his authority, as the latest of the Fathe 
may not weigh with our fastidious Rector, his reasoning ought 
to prevail with any man of justice and consistency. He wrote 
thus to Pope Eugenius: “ They (the bishops) have each thei 
“ respective flocks assigned to them, but to thee all are entrusted 5 
“one to one, nor of the sheep only, but of all the pastors thow 
“art the one pastor. You ask how I prove this? From th ἃ 
“ Lord’s word. For to which, I do not say of bishops, but of 
“the Apostles were the sheep all thus absolutely and indiscrimi+ 
““ nately committed? If thou lovest me, Peter, feed my sheep: 
“ What sheep? does he mean the people of this or that city or 
“ country, or at least kingdom? My sheep, he says: and who 
“ does not plainly see that he did not designate some only, but 
“ gave charge of all: no exception is made, where there is ᾿ 
“ distinction.” ἢ 4 
I am now entitled to conclude, that these splendid passages Οἱ MN 
Scripture deserve attention very different from the Rector ; 
flippant, not to say, irreverent dismissal of them “ without much 
“ceremony.” In the text of the rock and the keys, our Saviour 
promised the supremacy to St. Peter; in the text of the praye γ᾽ 
that Simon’s faith might not fail, he still further prepared the 7 
way for performing his intentions; and in the striking passage of 
Seeding the sheep, which we have just considered, he loo 
fulfilled his promise, and constituted St. Peter the supreme hee 
and ruler of his Church on earth. Ψ 
But these are not the only scriptural texts which concur t 0 
establish St. Peter’s supremacy; though they are the only one! 
which Mr. Faber has thought proper to notice. There are three 
other texts referred to in the Faith of Catholics on certain potn 9 
ο7 peer overs ; but says Mr. Faber, “ with what object I know 
‘not.” The object ought however to be plain enough. St. ie 
Mark says, Chap. i. 36: “ And Simon, and they that were wi 
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“him, followed after him.” St. Luke says, Chap. ix. 32: 
“But Peter and they that were with him, were heavy with sleep.” 
And in the Acts, he says, Chap. ii. 14: “ But Peter, standing 
© up with the eleven, lifted up his voice, and spoke to them.” Is 
_ there nothing remarkable in the circumstance of St. Peter’s name 
_ being always mentioned before the names of the other Apostles? 
In another passage which is omitted by the work referred to, 
_ this preference of St. Peter is still more strikingly shewn. St. 
_ Matthew enumerating the Apostles, Chap. x. 2, has these 
_ pemarkable words. “ Now the names of the twelve Apostles are 
_ “these: the first, Simon who is called Peter.” The object then 
_ of our referring to these texts is, to shew that St. Peter’s name 
- could not have been thus always mentioned at the head, but 
in consequence of his supremacy. 

It is pure pretence, mere disgusting affectation in the Rector, 
_ to aver that he cannot see the object of referring to these texts. 
Why does St. Matthew so carefully designate St. Peter as the 
_ first? He was not the first called; his brother Andrew was 
_ ealled before him to the apostleship, and so was another, who no 
doubt was St. John.* _ He was not the oldest; his brother was 
᾿ his senior. Nor was he the greatest favourite; for St. John was 
the disciple whom Jesus singularly loved. If it be said that St. 
Matthew’s beginning with St. Peter’s name was purely acci- 
_ dental, since he must have named some one the first, I answer 
that this is demolished by the fact of St. Peter’s being uniformly 
_ named first by the other Evangelists, of which see further 
᾿ instances in St. Mark y. 37; St. Luke viii. 51—xxii. 8; St. 
_ Matt. xvii. 1; St. Mark xiii. 3; St. John xxi, 2; which proves 
_ the circumstance to have been designed, and not accidental on 
the part of St. Matthew. I do not assert indeed that these texts 
alone would have established St. Peter’s primacy; but taken in 
conjunction with those before recorded, they confirm the point in 
a manner deserving serious attention. 
_ But these texts are referred to, not only because they name 
St. Peter first, but because several of them speak of him as the 
leader and head above his brethren. Simon, and they that were 


* See St. John i. verses 35, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41. 
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with him—Peter, and they that were with him—Tell his disciples 
and Peter—Peter standing up with the eleven—They said to Peter 
and to the other Apostles—Peter and the Apostles said—Like t. e 
other Apostles and brethren of the Lord, and Cephas.—Sue 
passages of so frequent recurrence in the sacred pages, plai I} i 
indicate a superiority of rankin St. Peter. It is absurd to affect 
not to perceive the strong corroboration which all this’ united 
evidence affords. . i 
But it is further remarkable, that St. Peter was associate ἃ 
with his Divine Master in the payment of the tribute mone 
that to St. Peter alone was especially revealed the mystery ὁ 
Christ’s divinity: that to St. Peter alone did our Saviour forete 
what death he should die: that to St. Peter before all the oth 
apostles, even before his beloved St. John, Christ appeared firs 
after his resurrection: that St. Peter is always found at the hee 
of the Apostles, speaking 1 in the names of the rest, and acting 
their leader and chief, in all things concerning the apostolic 
ministry. He first spoke for the election of an Apostle in the 
place of Judas, a most important measure, worthy to be author 
tatively proposed by the head of the apostolic college. He firs 
solemnly opened the preaching of the gospel after the descent 
‘the Holy Ghost on the day of Pentecost. When the Apostles 
were called to account before the Sanhedrim, St. Peter, as th 
oracle of the rest, gave glorious testimony of their faith, and of 
the awful name in which they preached. St. Peter, as the’ 
prince of the Apostles, solemnly judged and condemned Ananias) 
and Sapphira. St. Peter first began the conversion of the 
Gentiles in the case of Cornelius; and was specially favo ea 
with a vision to assure him of their being destined also to share| 
in the blessings of the gospel. St. Peter is found solemnly 
opening the Council at Jerusalem, although St. James ° P " 
Bishop of that city, and a near relative of our Lord. It ἴδ᾽ 
impossible that all these things should have fallen to St. 
by mere accident: and the only rational conclusion is, that 
numerous passages, taken together with the three splendid 
first examined, conspire to establish the most powerful 86 
tural evidence in favour of St. Peter’s supremacy. rf 


> wD & tT OA ὦ oe & oe ee = ee oe 


ee 


SECTION I. SUPREMACY. 133 


It is therefore solidly and triumphantly proved from the sacred 


Scriptures, that St. Peter was divinely appointed the Vicar of 
_ Jesus Christ, and supreme Pastor and Head of his Church upon 
earth. Indeed so evident has this appeared even to several Pro- 
᾿ testants, as commemorated by Mr. Faber, that they felt com- 
_ pelled to admit that St. Peter was privileged above the other 
_ Apostles; though they attempted to escape the consequences of 
such an admission, by denying that St. Peter’s privileges de- 
᾿ scended to his successors. The wily Rector does not however 
allow so much: he was too acute not to see the inevitable con- 
sequences of granting St. Peter’s Supremacy; but as he of 
- course stiffly maintains with the others that St. Peter’s privileges 
- must at any rate have been purely personal, and were not inhe- 
_ rited by his successors, the Popes, I shall now undertake to 
- teach him better on that head also. 


We shall soon come to discuss the evidence from the holy 


Fathers: here the precise objection of the Rector, is that 
_Seripture is entirely silent on the subject of the descent of any 


prerogatives of St. Peter to his successors, the bishops of Rome. 
Here is one more to beadded to the many instances of Mr. Faber’s 


unfair method of arguing upon the sense of Scripture. He 


would reject the Pope’s Supremacy, because no text says in so 
many explicit words, that the successors of St. Peter were to be 


_ the heads of Christ’s Church. But how little would the Scripture 
itself teach us, if we were thus to limit its interpretation! Are 
_ we not to compare the various texts, to consider their import, to 
_ argue from analogy ; and are we not fully justified in deducing 
inferences, where we have not any point expressed in direct 
terms? Undoubtedly we are: and in the case before us, the 


"πὶ 


application of such a method of argument, is as plain as its 
adoption is legitimate. 


Itis already proved that St. Peter was constituted by our 


Divine Saviour, the Supreme Head of his Church upon earth. 
But the same texts of Scripture which establish this, prove 
with equal solidity that St. Peter’s successors were to inherit the 


same supremacy. For what should hinder us from applying 


_ the same reasoning to the successors of St. Peter in the primacy, 
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which we use towards the successors of all the Apostles in the 
ministry ? Christ, rismg from the dead, charged his Apostles 
to go and teach all nations, and gave them the requisite mission 
and faculties for so important a charge; adding that he would 
be with them all days even to the end of the world. ese 
words say nothing of any continuation of their powers to the r 
successors: but Mr. Faber justly deduces with us that Christ 
intended whatever ministry he himself appointed, to be con- 
tinued till the end of time, devolving regularly upon succeeding 
pastors. If Mr. Faber is justified in such reasoning in the case 
of the apostolic commission generally, we contend that the same 
argument holds good, when applied to those texts which esta- 
blish St. Peter’s supremacy. It is plain that in constituting St. 
Peter pre-eminent, our Saviour established his supremacy as ἃ 
permanent constitution of his Church: Upon. this rock I will 
build my Church. The Church was to endure to the end, and bid ; 
defiance to the gates of hell; therefore its foundation, and 
centre, and head, was to endure not merely during the life of St. 
Peter, but in his successors. Also the commission of feeding 
the lambs and sheep of Christ, was not merely a personal, but a 
ministerial prerogative, instituted to preserve the unity of pastoral 
care, and the integrity of the Church, and as such of necessity 
to be transmitted to St. Peter’s successors. Ἢ 
_ Our Blessed Saviour instituted that form of government whi 
was to continue in his Church. That form was of a supreme 
Pastor governing in his own place, as he himself had been the 
Head of his Church during his stay on earth. He ceases not 
indeed to be so now; but as he appears and acts no longer 
visibly among men, he appoints a Vicar to represent him upon 
earth. Whatever texts then concur to prove that Christ ap- 
pointed St. Peter the Head, prove at the same time by implica- 
tion and legitimate inference the supremacy of St. Peter’s suc 
cessors. If a supreme Pastor was judged proper by infinite 
Wisdom to preside over, and preserve unity even among the 
Apostles : how much more would such a supremacy and authori : 
become requisite in after ages? The Scripture therefore whiel 
intimates St. Peter’s primacy, with double reason establishet 
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that the same should devolve upon his successors. And hence 
_ Mr. Faber is not entitled to his conclusion, that the supremacy 
of St. Peter’s successors cannot be legitimately established upon 
Scriptural evidence. 

I trust the foregoing pages will be found to have fully proved 
the first part of the argument for Supremacy, namely, that it is 
strongly established on the evidence of the Sacred Scriptures. 
We have next to examine, whether the evidence of the eccle- 
~ siastical writers of the first three centuries confirm the same. 
And first we shall consider if these early authorities afford 
_ satisfactory evidence of the supremacy of St. Peter. 

The passages upon which Mr. Faber comments are from St. 
Treneus, Tertullian, Origen, and St. Cyprian, as given in the 
Faith of Catholics on certain points of controversy. St. Trenzus, 
in the second century, writes thus: “ As it is a very long task, 
“in such a volume as this, to enumerate the successions of all 
the churches ;—by pointing out that tradition from the Apo- 
** stles, and that faith announced to men, by the succession of 
“ Bishops coming down to our own times, of the greatest, and 
“most ancient, and universally known Church founded and 
“ constituted at Rome by the two most glorious Apostles Peter 
“and Paul, we confound all those, who any way gather other- 
“ wise than it behoveth them, whether by evil self-complacency 
“ or vain glory, or through blindness and evil sentiments. For 
“to this Church, on account of its pre-eminent principality, it 
“is necessary that every Church should come together; that is, 
“the faithful who are on every side: in which that tradition 
_ “which is from the Apostles has ever been preserved, by those 
“ who are on every side. The blessed Apostles therefore, found- 
Be: ing and instructing the Church, delivered to Linus the epis- 
-“eopal charge of administering the Church. .... But to 
_ “him succeeded Anacletus: after him, in the third place from 
the Apostles, Clement obtains the episcopacy, who also saw 
_ “the Apostles themselves, and conferred with them, and when 
“he had before his eyes the still resounding preaching and 
“tradition of the Apostles, nor had he this alone; for many 
“ were still living at that time who had been taught by the 
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“ Apostles. ... . But to this Clement succeeds Eva 
“ristus, and to Evaristus Alexander, and then Sixtus was 
“ appointed, the sixth from the Apostles, and after him Teles- 
“ phorus, .... and then Hyginus, afterwards Pius, after 
“whom Anicetus. But after Soter had succeeded Anicetus, 
“ now, in the twelfth place from the Apostles, Eleutherius 
“holds the episcopate. By this order and succession, that 
“ tradition, and that preaching of the faith which are in the 
“ Church from the Apostles, has come down even to us. Anc 
“this is a most complete demonstration, that it is one and the 
“ same vivifying faith, which has been till now preserved in the 
“* Church from the Apostles, and handed down in truth.’”* 

This passage evidently bears powerful evidence upon th 
point of St. Peter’s supremacy. St. Irenzus is satisfied that the 
faithful should follow the doctrine preserved so carefully in the 
Church of Rome. For he argues that all the faithful, wherever 
they may be, eos gui sunt undique fideles, even at the distance ¢ 
Lyons, his own bishopric, must resort in all questions of faith 
to this Church of Rome, that every other Church must hold 
communion with it, ad hanc Ecclesiam; .. necesse est omnem 
convenire Ecclesiam. And he gives the most striking reasons: 
first, because it is the greatest, the most ancient and universally 
known, maxime, et antiquissime et omnibus cognite ; secondly, 
because it is pre-eminent above all others, propter potentiorem 
principalitatem, and thirdly, because in that pre-eminent Church 
of Rome, the true traditional doctrine of the Apostles had bee ᾿ 
always preserved by the faithful wherever else they were scat- 
tered: in gua semper, ab his qui sunt undique, conservata est C0. 
gue est ab Apostolis traditio. This holy, and we may truly ὃ dc | 
apostolic Father, who had personally known St. Polycarp, ordaine Ὁ 
by St. John himself, refers his people confidently to the Church o 
Rome, and carefully notes the succession of her supreme bishops’ 
down to St. Eleutherius, who was Pope at the time of his writing : 
He therefore in extolling the Church of Rome, manifestly adm its 
the supremacy of its first Bishop, and thus bears early ane: 
important testimony to the supremacy of that Prince of the 


* §. Inen.—Adv. Hereses. Lib. iii. a 
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Apostles. Mr. Faber can only find two remarks to make, and 
dismisses this splendid citation in eight lines. He says that the 
holy Father “ is entirely silent respecting the dominant supre- 
“ macy of St. Peter ;” and that he gives the succession of bishops 
in the Roman Church, in particular, merely “ by way of exem- 
'“ plification.” Entirely silent indeed! Why did St. Irenzeus 
thus loudly extol the See, if he did not admit the supremacy of 
| nder? What claim could Rome have, exclusive of the 
supremacy, to be referred to above all others, to be proclaimed 
the greatest of all others, to be declared to enjoy a superior 
headship, a pre-eminent principality? St. Irenzeus does not give 
its bishops merely “ by way of exemplification ;”’ he gives them 
for the reasons he had just before assigned; because to give 
them alone would suffice to confound all perverse and false 
teachers. In giving the Roman succession, he gave enough to 
point out the sure deposit of faith, and evinced the means pro- 
vided by divine disposition to preserve with certainty the tradition 
of the Apostles, for the secure reference of every other Church. 
How wilfully blind must that man be, who could discern in this 
noble passage of St. Irenzeus, no proof of the supremacy of the 
- Roman Bishop! 

_\ We have next to consider the following extracts from Tertul- 
Tian, still in the second Century. “ For, if thou also thinkest 
_ © heaven to be still shut up, remember that the Lord. here left 
“the keys thereof to Peter, and through him to the Church.”* 
ΟΥ̓ this passage Mr. Faber says not a word. The reason was, 
that it totally destroys a shallow objection which he attempts to 
set up, in the Second Book, against the Supremacy, from certain 
words of Tertullian after he had become a Montanist heretic. 

amis will be duly noticed in my Second Section. 

_ ΚΞ ΤῈ this manner the Apostolic Churches deduce their suc- 
Wiecsione' as the Church of the Smyrneans having Polycarp, 

“records him to have been appointed by John; as that of the 
᾿ Romans produces Clement ordained by Beter: 3...» If thou 
_ “art near to Italy, thou hast Rome; whence to us sac authority 
- “Gs near at hand. Happy Chant: for which the Apostles 


* TERTULLIANI, Scorpiace, ὃ «. 
ἂν 


i 
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- poured forth all their doctrine with their blood, .. .. let us se : 
“ what it learned, what it taught, since it has uniformly agreed 
‘© with the African Churches also.’’* ἡ 
Mr. Faber in a note, refers to another passage of Tertulliz ay 
which he “ ventures to say, that no Romanist will ever cite.” 
As it will be more appropriately introduced in the second part of — 
this Chapter, when we come to examine the objections adduced — 
from the Fathers, for this reason alone I omit it here: but: : 
reader will find it duly attended to hereafter. And let M 
Faber rest assured, that as I never yet feared to meet him ὁ 
any of his mighty Difficulties, I shall certainly entertain 4 ᾿ ) 
apprehension on the one in question. : ᾿ 
The passage from Origen in favour of the Supremscyod is the 
following, written in the beginning of the third century. “ What 
“in a former passage was granted to Peter alone seems here Ὁ 
“ be granted to all, who to all sinners have given three δατηοηΐ 
“tions .... But as it was fit .... that Peter should have 
*‘ something pre-eminent above ΤΑΝ who should thrice admo- 
nish, this was previously given peculiarly to Peter: I will ei 
“ to thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven. And truly, if y 
“ carefully attend to the gospel writings, we shall also find in 
“ them that in respect of these things which appear common te 
“ Peter, and to those who thrice admonish the brethren, they | 
“ bear a very different and more exalted meaning when spoken — 
“to Peter, than when addressed to the others.’’t Ps 
Mr. Faber admits that here Origen allows a supremacy in 5 nid 
Peter; but he argues that the passage will prove nothi 
because in another part of the same Commentary, Origin ΠῚ 
contradicts himself. The passage as given by Mr. Faber : 
Greek, is this: “ For the rocks every disciple of Christ ...- 
“ But if you think that the whole Church was built by Go ; 4 
“ upon that one Peter alone, what will you say of John thes } 
“ of thunder, or of each of the Apostles? Or shall we dana 
“ say that the gates of hell shall not prevail against Peter ir ἯΙ 


* Ibid. Prescript. Adv. Hareticos ὃ xxevi. - 
+ Origen. Comment. in Matt. Cap. xviii. Tract vi. Operum, Tom 1 
pag. 68. Edit, Basil 1545, ᾿ 
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“ yidually, but shall prevail against the rest of the Apostles and 
“perfect men? Was not that said before of all and of each one 
“ of them, The gates of hell shall not prevail against it, and that 
‘also, Upon this rock I will build my Church? Are then the 
“keys of the kingdom of heaven given by the Lord to Peter 
- “alone, and will no other of the blessed men receive them ἢ ἢ 
Mr. Faber denounces Origen as inconsistent in having thus 
- flatly contradicted himself. I suppose he will allow that a man 
- cannot contradict his words before he has uttered them. ‘The 
_ reader then must be informed that Origen penned this passage 
_ first, and the other afterwards. This, when commenting on the 
- xvi. and the other when on the xviii. chapter of St. Matthew. 
_ This quite alters the case; making it evident that the commen- 
- tator, when writing on the latter chapter, explains the real 
᾿ meaning to guard against any misunderstanding from what he 
had said previously. The truth is, that Origen wrote in the first 
- instance on the xvi. chapter in an allegorical and mystical, 
_ rather than a strictly interpretative style. 

It was convenient for his own purpose for Mr. Faber to say : 
“ The whole passage is too long to cite ;” and so to give only a 
portion of it. On other occasions he could quote with tedious 
superfluity : but here it was his policy to suppress. Whoever 
peruses the original, will find Origen allegorising in the manner 
so common in his writings; and no strict argument can be 
legitimately drawn from any such mystical comments. He says : 
“If we also shall say what Peter said, Thow art Christ, &c. 
“not as having received such a revelation from flesh and blood, 
“but by light shining in our heart from the Father who is in 
“ heaven, we become Peter : and to us will be said what follows 
“this word, Thou art Peter, and the rest following. For the 
“ Rock is every disciple of Christ, since they have drunk of the 
“spiritual rock following them. And upon such a rock all 
* ecclesiastical doctrine is built, and according to this, the direc- 
“tion of life. For on every perfect man, possessing the assem- 
“ blage of those things which complete the beatitude of words, 
“actions, and senses, is the Church which is built by God. 


* ORIGEN. Comment. in Matt. 
τ 2 
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“ But if you think that the whole Church was built upon that 
“ one Peter alone,* &c.” as given above ; after which, Orige 
goes on in the same strain, applying, in a mystical sense, 
privileges of the rock and of the keys to every true Christi 
“ And whoever shall say this to him, not from any revelation ¢ 
“flesh and blood, but of the Father who is in heaven, shi 
“obtain those things which were said, as the letter of th 
“‘ Gospel says to that Peter ; but as its spirit teaches to ever 
“one who is made such, as that Peter was. For all who ar 
“ followers of Christ, who is the spiritual rock, take their nam 
* from the rock.’’+ if 
Now what honest disputant would take allegorical subtiltie il 
like these as ground for close argument? Who but a man t 
long practised in such deceptive policy, would think of repr ν᾽ 
senting this mystical application written first, as a flat οοπίγδαϊο 
tion of the proper interpretation written afterwards? Yet to 
this low artifice has my antagonist stooped ; and tottering indeed 
must be that cause which he can hope to prop by such broken 
reeds! But after all, thespassage could never be brought tc 


+ ἃ ἢ 
ἕ 
ἕ 


* Ei δὲ φήσαντες καὶ ἡμεὶς ὡς ὃ πέτρος" σὺ εἶ ὃ 'χριςὸς ὃ τὸς τῇ ζ Sect 
τὸ ζῶντος, ex ὡς σαρκὸς, καὶ ἄιμωατος nuly ἀποκαλυψάντων» ὁ arn 
φωτὸς ἡμῶν TH καρδία ξλλέμᾳαντος ὠπὸ τὰ ἐν ἐρανοὶς πατρὸς, γινόμεθο 
σέτρος, καὶ ἡμῖν ὧν λέγοιτο ὠπὸ TE χόγῃ τό" σὺ εἶ πέτρος; καὶ τά ἐξ 
“πέτρα γὰρ πᾶς ὃ χρισῶ, μαϑητὴς, ae & ἔσινον οἱ εκ πνευματικῆς & 
λυθέσης πέτρας, καὶ ἐπὶ πᾶσαν τὴν τοιαύτην πετράν ὀικοδομῶται | 
ἐκκλησιαςικὸς πᾶς λόγο,» καὶ ἥ κατ᾽ αὐτὸν πολιτξια. ἐν ἑκάςῳ * 
τῶν τελείων ἐχόντων. τὸ ἄθρωσμᾳ, τῶν STANT τὴν μακαριότι "ὦ 
λογῶν, καὶ ἐργῶν,. net γοημαίτων, ἔςιν ἥ ὑπὸ τὰ Os ὀικοδομεμένη ἐ eXKAN 
σία" εἰ δὲ ἐπὶ τὸν ἕνα ἐκεῖνον πετρον νομίζεις ὑπὸ Te ϑεοῦ ‘aun ᾽ 
τὴν πᾶσαν ἐκκλησίαν μόνον; he Τ᾿ Ae i 

+ Kal εἰ τις λέ yet T8TO πρὸς ἀντον, : Ἢ σαρκὸς καὶ αἵματος ἀπο) ι- 
λυψάντων ἀυτῷ, ἀλλεὲ τὰ ἐν τοῖς δυρανοὶς iid τεύξεται τῶν εἶρι 
μένων, ὡς μὲν τὸ γρέμμα τὸ ἐυάχγελίε λέγει; προς exesvoy τὸν πέτρον 
ὡς δὲ τὸ πνεῦμα due διδαΐσκει, πρὸς πώντα τὸν γενόμενον; ὁποῖος ὃ 
πέτρος ἐκεῖνος. παρώνυμοι yep πέτρας; πάντες οἱ μιμηταὶ χριςοῦ, 
πγευματικὴς ὠκολεθέσης πέτρας Tols σωζομένοις») K. Te A-—ORIGIN 
Comment, in Matt. xvi. 
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support his cause. It would prove too much. His object is to 
make his readers believe that the other Apostles were equal to 
St. Peter, so that he had no primacy over them. But these 
words of Origen, if we were to take them literally, would prove 
that every Christian was equal to Peter, that every true follower 
of Christ is the rock and has received the keys. I need not add 
that what proves too much, is rejected in logic, as proving nothing. 
_ But there is a sense in which Origen might say that the keys 
ofthe kingdom of heaven were given not to Peter alone, but to 
_all the Apostles: and this sense it was the very object of the 
‘same Father to explain, when he came to comment upon St. 
Matt. xviii. 18, the same passage which is cited in support of 
St. Peter’s supremacy. Observe how anxious that Father is to 
Aneulcate plainly St. Peter’s pre-eminence. He argues that 
though in St. Matt. xvi. an exclusive grant was made to that 
Apostle, that grant would seem in Chap. xviii. 18, to be granted 
to others: but to prevent misapprehension on this head, he 
carefully adds: “ But as it was fit .... that Peter should have 
“‘ something pre-eminent .... this was previously given pecu- 
_ “liarly to Peter: I will give to thee the keys of the kingdom of 
_ “heaven.” Which words, he adds, “ bear a very different and 
“more exalted meaning when spoken to St. Peter, than when 
᾿ς “addressed to the others.” 
‘But it is silly enough to attempt at all to misrepresent the 
_ sentiments of Origen on the Supremacy, which are so plain from 
_ other parts of his writings. I have already mentioned the fol- 
_ lowing passage directly in point: “See what is said by the Lord 
“to that great foundation and most solid rock of the Church, 
_ “upon which Christ founded the Church.”* He also says on 
| the 6th chapter of Romans: “When the supreme charge of 
_ “feeding the sheep was delivered to Peter, and when the Church 
“was founded upon him as upon the earth, no confession is 
“yequired from him of any other virtue, but of charity.”+ 


1 
} 
᾿ 
Ϊ 


* Quoted above, page 119. 


t Petro cum summa rerum de pascendis ovibus traderetur, et super 
~ ipsum velut super terram fundaretur Ecclesia, nullius confessio virtutis 
terius ab eo, nisi charitatis. OriGEn. in cap. 6 ad Romanos. 
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Again, in another place Origen calls St. Peter, the “supreme 
“head of the Apostles.”* I am now fully entitled to reproach 
Mr. Faber in the very words which he applies to his opponent 
on the sentiments of Origen on the Supremacy: “With these 
“* passages under his very eyes, Mr. Faber gravely cites Origen 
“‘ as a witness against the exclusive primacy of St. Peter and his 
“‘ successors, the Bishops of Rome!” Mutato nomine, de te 
Jabula narratur. ; 
As Mr. Faber remarks at the same time on the citations from 
Tertullian and St. Cyprian, I have reserved any observations on 
the former till I should have given the passages from the lat 
which here follow. St. Cyprian wrote thus in the third century : 
“The Lord speaks to Peter: I say to thee, he says, that thou 
“ art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my Church, &e. ... ἡ 
“and again to the same, he says, after his resurrection: Feed 
“my sheep. And although he grants a like power to all “ 
“ Apostles, and says; As the Father hath sent me, &c. . 
“ nevertheless, in order to manifest unity, he disposed bi ie 
“authority the origin of the same unity beginning from one. 
“The other Apostles indeed were what Peter was, endowed 
* with a like fellowship of honour and power: but the beginning 
“proceeds from unity, that the Church may be shewn to be 
“ one. + 4 
“ For first to Peter upon whom he built his Church, and 
““ whence he instituted and shewed forth unity, the Lord gave 
“this power, that what he had loosed upon earth, should be 
“loosed in heaven. And after his resurrection, he speaks also 
“to the Apostles, saying: As the Father hath sent me, I also 
* send you, &c.t * 
“ For neither did Peter, whom the Lord chose first, and upon 
“whom he built his Church, claim to himself any thing in an 
** insolent manner, or arrogantly assume any thing, when Paul 
“ afterwards differed with him on circumcision, so as to say that 


* Fortassis quis dicet, summo vertici apostolorum, Petro dico, ete. 
Or1tgin—Jn diversos Hom. ti. pag 292. Edit. Basil. 1545. 
+ 5. Cyprian. de Unitate Ecclesia, § 3, pag. 296. Edit. Pamelii, 1593. 
t Ibid. Epist. leaiii. ad Jubaianum, § 6, pag. 220. Edit. mow citat. 
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« he held the primacy ; and that he ought rather to be obeyed 


I « by the new and more recent. Nor did he despise Paul, 


“ because he had first been a persecutor of the Church : but he 
“ admitted the counsel of truth ; and easily consented to the 
“ just reasoning which Paul defended.”* 

“ Moreover, after these things, they dare to sail to a false 
“ bishop, appointed by the heretics for themselves ; and to carry 
“ letters from schismatics and the profane, to the chair of Peter 
and the principal Church, from which sacerdotal unity ori- 
“ ginated ; nor do they consider that those are the Romans, 
“ (whose faith was praised by the preaching of the Apostle) to 
“ whom perfidy can have no access.” 

These passages of Tertullian and St. Cyprian bear down upon 
the Rector with a force so irresistible that it is quite amusing to 
see the tortuous struggle which he makes to escape from their 
pressure. There was no direct method of opposition to which 


he could have recourse. Tertullian says plainly, that the Lord 


left the keys to Peter and through him to the Church. St. Cy- 
prian says in innumerable places that the Church was built on 
Peter, and the keys first given to him, that unity might be care- 
fully maintained, by all other authority originating from him, 
and being subordinate to his. He says too that Rome is the 
principal Church inaccessible to false faith. There was no fairly 
resisting these testimonies. Therefore the fertile invention of 
our Rector flies off as on so many other occasions to evasive 
shuffling. And this is the reasoning he produces. He admits 
that Tertullian and St. Cyprian intimate a supremacy of some 
description granted to Peter. But their intimation rests upon 
the previous supposition entertained by both that the rock was 
Peter. But we have seen, he says, that this interpretation is 
not that of the Church from the beginning, “ but merely the 
“private interpretation of Cyprian and Tertullian:” while 
“ Athanasius, Jerom, Augustine, Chrysostom, and Hilary, give 
“an entirely different exposition of the rock; .... the weight 
Bp / 


- * Sr. Cyprian. Episi. lxvi. ad Quintum, § 3, p. 214. 
+ Ibid. Epist. lv.—ad Cornelium, § 16, p. 142. 
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“ of evidence is decidedly against the gloss of Cyprian and Ter- 
* tullian ; for, to omit other witnesses, Justin, the most eminent 
_“ of them all, pronounces the rock to be, not Peter himself, bu 
“« Peter’s confession of faith.” ; 
ficce iterum Crispinus ! here is the Rector again with ἀμ old 
tale, already proved to be totally fallacious. If the reader “ill l 
turn back to a previous portion of the present work, commencing 
at page 108, he will find every one of the Rector’s witnesses 
carefully examined, and found to admit, either direetly or indi- 
rectly, that interpretation of the rock which he calls the exclu- 
“ sive “ gloss of Cyprian and Tertullian.” This being proved, he 
has no right to reject the interpretation of those two Fathers as 
merely their private, unsupported opinion. They form important 
links in the traditionary chain of evidence coming down from ne 
beginning. St. Justin begins the chain; and though the Rectc 
subjoins his words in a laboured note, ὧν a very artful transla- 
tion, and the most shuffling comment that even he ever produced, 
the cunning attempt is a disgraceful failure. The words of 
St. Justin are thus faithfully and literally rendered in English: 
“ For he also surnamed one of his disciples Peter, who was 
“before called Simon, when he confessed him to be Christ the 
** Son of God, according to the revelation of his Father.”* ' he 
Rector steals in the words inasmuch as, in order to prepare the 
way for his “ private gloss,” that according to St. Justin, the 
name of Peter referred to the confession, and not to the officia 
character of Simon; and that therefore the holy Father deemed 
the rock to be not Sisaas himself, but his confession of faith 
This may be Mr. Faber’s private interpretation of St. Justi 
but the holy Father no where says that the rock was not —_ 
nor do the above words at all indicate such an opinion, or warrant 
the conclusion that St. Justin excluded our eel 
that can be legitimately gathered, is that St. Justin regarded the 
name Peter as given in consequence of Simon’s confession, 
z 
* Kal yap Tidy Θεοῦ Χριστὸν, nore τὴν τ Tlarpos αὐτοῦ donde 
Auli, eriyvovta αὐτὸν, ἕνα τῶν μαθητῶν αὐτοῦ, Σίμωνα mpoTepOy 
καλούμενον, ἐπωνόμασε ἸΠέτρον.---ϑ, Justini. Dial. cum Tryph. Οαρ. ὁ. 
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‘that he was called Rock as a reward; but surely not without 
-an ulterior intention of his bearing the character of the 


sustaining Rock of Christ’s Church. St. Justin gives no 
reason to suppose that our Lord would reward a confes- 


sion specially revealed by the: Father, and splendidly extolled 


_ by the Son,—Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona, with no higher 
recompense than a mere surname. A far more just inference is, 
that the holy Father did believe St. Peter to be the destined 
_ foundation-rock of the Church, of which this surname was the 
_ first intimation. Mr. Faber’s conclusion, with very slight cor- 
- rection, will now furnish an appropriate one to terminate this 
argument. “ Nothing can be more idle,’ than to attempt to 
_ € represent the language of St. Cyprian, Tertullian, and Origen, as 
_ © mere private unauthoritative gloss” or as “ self inconsistent.” 
_ And it is now firmly established, and plainly demonstrated, that 
_ the ecclesiastical writers of the first three centuries, bear con- 
- current testimony that Christ did appoint St. Peter to be the 


_ Supreme Head of his Church. 


Having secured the evidence of these early writers in favour 
of the supremacy of St. Peter, our next step is to shew that they 
attest the supremacy to have been inherited by the Popes, as 


- guecessors of St. Peter. - 


Mr. Faber makes a great merit of not urging against us, that 
no evidence of Tradition could establish as matter of faith, what 


_ is not revealed in Scripture ; and that, consequently, if the early 
_ Fathers did attest the papal Supremacy inherited from St. Peter, 
_ their evidence would not suffice to make its belief imperative. 
_ He considers his cause so strong, that with perfect safety he 


“may for the sake of argument, even waive this plea.” I 
cannot say that I feel any gratitude for the concession, because 


- moO man may concede that to which he can have no title, and 
assuredly Mr. Faber has never yet proved, and never will prove 


the position here assumed. On the principle of Scripture alone 
as a rule of faith, such a maxim might hold; but that principle 
we strenuously deny. The grounds of our denial have been 
exhibited in the preceding chapter. 
~“ The Latins themselves,” says Mr. Faber, “ seem to be fully 
υ 
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“ aware, that the only intelligible mode, in which the Bishop of 
“ Rome can be heir to St. Peter, is through the medium of 
“ episcopal succession.” If he means that the Pope’s claim to 
Supremacy is grounded solely on his having succeeded to the 
Bishopric of Rome, he ‘is not correct. For that person would 
have been the supreme head of the Church, who should haye 
been nominated to succeed St. Peter, even if that Apostle hat 
never gone to Rome, or fixed his episcopal chair in any particula 
diocese. Christ appointed St. Peter supreme head of his Church, 
and this privilege was to descend to his legitimate successors, te 
be appointed by the Church. So that though it is the fact, tha 
the Pope is the successor of St. Peter in the See of Rome, hi 
would equally have been the head of the Church if he h 
succeeded him in any other See last occupied by the Apostle, Οἱ 
in no determined See at all. It is necessary to observe this, 
because Mr. Faber’s reasoning turns chiefly upon the question 
whether St. Peter was Bishop of Rome or not. He attempts to 
prove that he was not its diocesan Bishop at any time, but that 
after he had jomtly founded that Church with St. Paul, they 
both established St. Linus the first real Bishop of Rome. If he 
had even proved this, he would not have disproved the Pope’s 
Supremacy, because St. Linus would still have succeeded to the 
primacy of St. Peter, which was not necessarily connected with 
that Apostle’s having been diocesan Bishop of Rome, but 
depended upon the fact of St. Linus being lawfully appointed 
and recognised by the Church as heir and successor to th 
distinguishing pre-eminence of the prince of the Apostles. For, 
keeping in mind the first great principle, that Christ intended a 
supreme pastor to rule at all times over his Church, sucha 
pastor would always have been appointed and mea. a 
the Church, even if St. Peter had never fixed upon any parti- 
cular See, or never appointed his successor. The person consti- 
᾿ tuted by the Church, would have inherited, by divine institution, 
all St. Peter’s prerogatives. St. Linus was that person; and 
while he was the acknowledged heir of St. Peter’s supremacy, h Ἵ 
was at the same time his successor in the bishopric οὗ Rome. . q 

But-now to the Rector’s argument. He bravely asserts, t 


: 


: 
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‘no passage adduced from St. Irenzeus or Tertullian, St. Cyprian. 
or Origen, does in the least establish the fact that St. Peter was 
himself the first Bishop of Rome; though he will allow him to 
have been the co-founder of that Church, together with St. 
Paul. He rests principally upon the words of St. Irenzus, 
already cited at page 135; who speaks of the Roman Church 
as “ founded and constituted by the two most glorious Apostles: 
“< Peter and Paul,” and adds that these “ blessed Apostles, 
ἐς founding and instructing the Church, delivered to Linus the 
“ episcopal charge of administering the Church .... But to him 
“ succeeded Anacletus: after him in the third place from. 
“ the Apostles, Clement, ἃς." According to Mr. Faber, this 
passage imports, that, while the two Apostles “ were im the 
“ very course of founding and organizing the Roman Church, they 
“ jointly appointed Linus to be its first bishop, in order that he 
“might take the superintendence of it as soon as they should. 
“ have apostolically completed the necessary antecedent arrange- 
“‘ ments.” This looks all very fine: but I must be allowed to 
append to it, Fudge! This is a“ private unauthorised. gloss” of 
Mr.. Faber’s, neither to be found in St. Irenzus, nor to be 
inferred from his language. That holy Father tells us, that SS. 
Peter and Paul founded and constituted the Church of Rome ; 
but he does not say that they acted together from the first. in its 
foundation, nor that they acted with equal authority and. juris- 
diction. We have pointed evidence to the contrary of both. St.. 
Irenzeus could not forget, though Mr. Faber does, that St. Peter 
alone had. been established the foundation-rock and. head of the 
Church,—that the keys had been given first and principally to. 
him alone,—that the charge of feeding the whole flock and its 
pastors had been confided to him alone, long before St. Paul was 
called or even converted. St. Irenzeus. well knew that the subse- 
quent elevation of St. Paul. to the apostleship could not deprive 
St. Peter of any part of that. supreme jurisdiction already con-. 
ferred upon him without any restriction of time or place. St. 
Treneeus knew that when. St. Paul was converted, he went to. see: 
St. Peter; the latter did not go in search of him. And that 
St. Paul joined the Church already built upon St. Peter; par- 
vu 2 
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taking indeed of the power of the keys, but not depriving St. 
Peter of their chief possession and supreme exercise ; becomir ον ; 
it is true, a fellow labourer with St. Peter, but still only one of 
those brethren whom St. Peter was especially charged to con-_ 
firm. Again, St. Ireneus never asserted that St. Paul had any 
share in the first foundation of the Roman Church; for he well 
knew that St. Peter had first gone thither from Antioch, an 
that this Prince of the Apostles had so firmly established Μ᾽ 
Church of Rome long before St. Paul went thither, that the 
latter proclaims its extent and importance in his epistle expres 
written to that Church of the Romans: your faith is spoken g 
in the whole world.* Here is infallible evidence that the Chur 
of Rome was known and spoken of in the whole world befor 
St. Paul had at all laboured in its foundation. Therefore whi tr 
St. Ireneeus spoke of St. Paul as having with St. Peter founde 
and instructed the Church of Rome, he could only have me Υ 
that from the arrival of St. Paul he shared in the labours of § 
Peter, and helped to establish more fully and to extend th ι Θ᾽ 
Church by his preaching, and in the end by the glorious testi- 
mony of his martyrdom. But not one word does St. Ireneeus 
say, importing that St. Paul claimed or exercised equal jurisdie= 
tion with St. Peter. The latter was unquestionably the first 
founder, and the principal founder; St. Paul can only so far Θ΄ 
styled a co-founder, as he laboured with St. Peter, and with him~ 
sealed his labours with his blood. τ ' 
From the latter part of the passage from St. Ireneeus, Mr. 
Faber mainly constructs his fine theory that St. Peter was not 
the first Bishop of Rome, but that the two Apostles jointly 
appointed St. Linus its first Bishop. I have already shewn that j 
even so St. Linus would have equally been the successor of St. 
Peter in the primacy; but this pretty fabrication is wholly I 7 3 
unfounded. I say nothing of the elaborate nonsense of t ἢ 
assertion that St. Linus was to take the superintendence of t 
Church of Rome, “as soon as they should have apostcllall Π ᾿ 
“completed the necessary antecedent arrangements ;” as if a Ἵ 


* Romans i. 8, 
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Church important enough before the arrival of St. Paul, for its 
faith to be spoken of in the whole world, must not have required 
a bishop before the arrival of St. Paul, and as if that bishop 
could have been any other than its first great founder, St. Peter 
himself. 
_ But St. Irenzeus positively says, that while they were in the very 
course of founding the Church, the two Apostles jointly appointed 
Linus its first bishop. Mr. Faber says this indeed, but St. 
Ireneus has said no such thing. He certainly says, that these 
blessed Apostles, founding and instructing the Church, delivered 
to Linus the episcopal charge of it; but the words “ founding 
“and instructing,’ or “organizing,” need mean nothing more 
than that these Apostles were the founders and instructors; or 
if it must be as Mr. Faber would have it, that they chose St. 
Linus to bear the episcopal charge, nothing more is intimated even 
so, than that they fixed on him to succeed St. Peter, and possi- 
bly to assist in the episcopal government during St. Peter’s life, 
especially when the important duties of his high office required 
his temporary absence from Rome. . Nothing here disproves the 
Roman episcopacy of St. Peter, nor does any thing establish an 
equal jurisdiction in St. Paul. St. Peter readily accepted of his co- 
operation, and as he would very naturally consult with St. Paul 
as to the proper person to become his successor in the bishopric 
as well as in the supremacy, the two Apostles uniting in the 
approval of St. Linus, might justly be said to have delivered to 
him the episcopacy. Whatever may have been the authority of 
St. Paul, it must be acknowledged to have been extraordinarily 
granted to him alone, and to have descended to no other, unless 
to the Roman bishop, who thus alone would inherit all the 
rights of both the Apostles: and thus again, nothing can be 
made out injurious to the primacy of St. Peter, or of the bishops 
of Rome succeeding him. 

The Rector however thinks himself supported by the method of 
enumeration adopted by St. Irenzeus, who says, that St. Clement 
was Bishop of Rome after Anacletus, and in the third place 
from the Apostles ; whence Mr. Faber infers that St. Linus 
must, in his calculation, have been the first bishop. Not at all. 
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If I say that William Rufus was the first Norman King of — 
England from the Conqueror, do I necessarily mean that the — 
Conqueror himself was not king before him? No, the word 
from in such case, bears the sense of after; so that St. 
Clement was the third Pope after St. Peter. To take an 
objection from an expression of such obvious meaning, is poor _ 
trifling indeed. 1 | 
He next flies for support to a sentence of the apostolical con- — 
stitutions, to the effect that St. Linus was ordained by St. Paul, — 
and was the first Bishop of Rome, after whose death St. Clement | 
was the second, having been ordained by St. Peter. Upon 
which I have briefly to remark, that as these constitutions are 
by the best critics referred to the third or fourth century, as 
they savour in places of Arianism, and in others contain various — : 
false opinions, and are in places incorrect, their authority is of 
no value in our present question. Indeed their omitting St. : 
Anacletus, so carefully named by St. Irenzeus, is quite enough — 
to invalidate their testimony. And if even we allow them any — 
authority, the facts here alleged prove nothing against the — 
_ Supremacy ; for St. Paul might as well have ordained Linus, as 
any bishop might, by consent of the metropolitan, ordain any | 
other in these our days: and the expression, first, might be 
used in the same sense as we have just explained it when used 
by St. Ireneeus. As to St. Clement having been ordained by 
St. Peter for his own successor, this is undoubtedly true, but, as: _ 
St. Epiphanius explains it,* St. Clement declined the pontifical — 
chair, till SS. Linus and Anacletus had successively filled it, as. 
they had been assistants to St. Peter previously in the ΟΡ μου θαΝ Ε 
duties. = 
I maintain, therefore, that no legitimate argument. can bali 
drawn from the words of St. Irenus, either against the sole 
primacy of St. Peter, or against his having first. acted as — 
Bishop of Rome. I need not stay to reply to a testy Note, — 
in which Mr. Faber censures. the Council of Trent, for having; — 
as he says, “ without a shadow of authority, or rather im 


‘* Heresi 27. 
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ἐς direct contradiction to all history, strangely defined the Church 
- “of Rome to be the Mother of all Churches.” For the least 
reflection must discover, that though the Church of Jerusalem 
was the first established, the Council of Trent pronounced the 
Roman Church to be the Mother of all others, because she has 
long been the only apostolical Church remaining in existence, 
and because as all other Churches are subject to her authority, 
and may thus well be considered her daughters, she herself may 
be justly termed their Mother. 

“Tt may be asked,” says Mr. Faber, “ what then are we to 
“understand by the more potent principality, on account of 
“ which, in the language of Irenéus, every church should resort 
“to the Church of Rome?” ‘This is a question of importance. 
_ This expression of St. Irenzeus has always been a poser for 
Protestant ingenuity: and I have seen more able attempts to 
get over it than the one put forth by our Rector. But all in 
vain: the language of the holy Father is strong, plain and invin- 
cible. Mr. Faber objects to the translation, supreme headship ; 
the words of St. Irenzeus are “ propter potiorem principalitatem,” 
which he renders, the more potent principality ; I have given it, 
pre-eminent principality,* or it might be translated more eacel- 
lent, or more exalted principality. It really matters very little 
which of all these we adopt; for it is unquestionable that St. 
Irenzeus attributes some pre-eminent superiority to the Church 
of Rome. And he as clearly writes, that on account of its pre- 
eminent principality it is necessary that every Church should 
resort to it, that is the faithful who are on every side of it. Now 
mark Mr. Faber’s attempt to fritter away this splendid attesta- 
tion of the principality of the Roman Church. 

_ The heretics of the day, he most soberly observes, were very 
apt to start new doctrines, or pervert old ones, or distort the 
Holy Scriptures to favour their own idle speculations. Well, 
the heretics of the present day are certainly not a whit behind 
their remote predecessors in any of these ingenious artifices. 
Now, in contentions with such heretics, continues our grave 


εἰ * See the passage at length, page 135. 
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prosing Rector, St. Irenzeus advises, as the rational method οἱ of 
settling all disputes, application to the apostolical or mother 
Church of the province where the dispute occurred; “ pecs εὖ 
“ there, on account of the more potent principality with refine ce 
“ to the rural suffragan churches situated round about each chief 
“ apostolically-founded Church, the true doctrine of the apostolic” 
“founder, whose identical letters were there preserved, ...._ 
“ might be learned with the greatest prospect of absolute moral 
“ certainty.” In answer to this very amusing interpretation put 
forth with such provoking gravity, I have to observe that St, 
Irenzeus does not merely advise an appeal to Rome, but he says it” 
is necessary to resort-to this Church, NecEssE Est; that he says 
nothing of its being merely the mother Church of a province 
but that every Church around it, on every side, must resort to it. 
What right has Mr. Faber to limit the application of his expres- 
' sion undique to a few Churches of a province-? 961] less right 
has he to make the more potent principality refer merely to a 
superiority over the “ rural suffragan Churches round about” it, 
as he so ridiculously terms them. But the climax of his absur- 
dity is to make St. Irenzeus advise a resort to the apostolical 
Church of Rome, because forsooth the epistles of its founders 
were there preserved, and thus the true doctrine of those founder 8. 
might be safely learned. How many apostolic letters were likely , 
to be found at that time in the Church of Rome? Perchaneé 7 
the solitary Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans. Other ἌΡΡΗΝ 5 
of both SS. Peter and Paul were doubtless written from Rome, 
but whether any copies were kept there is uncertain, and it ne 
those early days very improbable. But granting that all tl | 
Epistles were there, would these have sufficed for the proof of 
any doctrinal point in dispute? Does Mr. Faber mean to say” 
that these parts of Scripture were enough to determine all su { Ἐ 
disputes? But what were other churches to do in similar emer- 
gencies? “ O,” the Rector will reply, “ if the dispute occurred 
“in Achaia, recourse might be had to the apostolical mother-— 
“ Church of Corinth: if in Macedonia, to Philippi or Thesste_ 
ἐς lonica,” and so to any other apostolical Church. Yes: but how” 
much of the Scripture was preserved in these apostolic Churches 4 | 
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Perhaps one or two Epistles addressed to each by St. Paul: 
but certainly not one of all these Churches can be reasonably 
supposed to have possessed all the separate writings which now 
in a collected form constitute the New Testament. Unluckily 
however the same St. Ireneeus speaks of “ many nations of bar- 
-“harians, of those who believe in Christ, having salvation 
-“ written by the Spirit in their hearts, and diligently preserving 
“the ancient tradition, without paper and ink.’ . How would 
the Rector’s pretty system apply to them? They had clearly 
no Scriptures at hand, laid up in any apostolical Church, to 
which they could resort. No: St. Ireneus himself tells us 
what they would have done when any heretical disputes arose. 
They would have ‘shut their ears to such profane novelties, as 
being contrary to their received and faithfully preserved apos- 
tolical Tradition. “To whom,’ says the holy Father, “ if any 
“ one were to announce those things which have been invented 
“by heretics, .... shutting their ears immediately, they will 
“ fly far away, not even enduring to hear the blasphemous 
language. So, by that ancient tradition of the Apostles, they 
“ς do not admit even into the conception of their mind, whatever 
“is thus portentously announced.”* | 

So that the scheme of recurring to the apostolical Churches, 
to settle disputes by reference to the Epistles, is the idle specu- 
lation of the Rector, but assuredly not inculcated by St. 
Treneus. If it had been incumbent on some Churches, it must 
have been on all. But as the many nations who had no Scrip- 
tures, could not practise it, and as St. Irenzeus.shews, had clearly 
no need of it, why should the holy Father insist upon such a 
method for other Churches? The truth is, he did not. His 
words, in the very same part of his writings, are the proof. 
When he speaks of the way by which apostolical Tradition has 
been preserved, he does not say it has been by the writings of 
the Apostles being deposited in their Churches ; but by the suc- 
cession of pastors in the several Churches.t He does not say 


OME). O24; * S. Iren. Adv. Heres. Lib. iti. Cap. iv. 

_ + Cum autem ad eam iterum traditionem, que est ab Apostolis, que per 
successiones presbyterorum in ecclesiis custoditur, provocamus eos ; adversan- 
tur traditioni.—S. Inen. Ibid. Cap. it. ἐν 
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that the true apostolical doctrine is only to be safely learned, 
resorting to inspect the Epistles in the apostolic Churches ; b 
that the Tradition of the Apostles is made manifest in the whe 
world, and may be seen in every church, by consulting tho 
pastors who have succeeded the Apostles.* And coming pr 
cisely to the very point, he says that if any disputes aris 
recourse must be had to the most ancient apostolical Churche 
and from them the truth ascertained, not merely from the 
Scriptures left by the Apostles, but from the order of Tradition 
which they delivered to those to whom they committed the 
several Churches. For this tradition would be our guide, even if — 
we had no Scriptures, as it is to those many barbarous nations — 
who preserve the faith without any Scriptures.t From these 
passages it is plain, that St. Ireneous never referred the faithful — 
to the apostolical Churches, because of any Scriptures preserved — 
in them, but on account of sound doctrine being carefully taug nt 1 
by their pastors, handed down by apostolical Tradition. ἡ 

This being the correct view of the method inculeated by St. 
Irenzeus, it will be readily seen that he spoke of the more potent 
principality of the Church of Rome, in a very different sensé 
from the one invented by Mr. Faber. On referring to his 
words, we find him observing First, that the traditionary doctr ne 
of the Apostles is to be found in every Church, by referring to 
those pastors who have succeeded the Apostles, and preserved — 
their doctrine. This evidently points out the teaching a: Ἢ 
tradition of the pastors as the means of ascertaining the ἔσθ 
apostolic doctrine. Secondly, he says that the limits of his work 
not allowing him to record the succession of bishops in each of — 


ὙΠ. 


* Traditionem itaque Apostolorum in toto mundo manifestatam, in omni 
Ecclesia adest respicere omnibus qui vera velint videre: et habemus.annu-— 
merare eos qui ab Apostolis instituti sunt episcopi in ecclesiis, et succes- 
sores ecorum usque ad nos, gui nihil tale. docuerunt.—S. Inmn. Adv. Hanell, 
Lib. iii. Cap, iii. ἐᾷ Ξ 

+ Si de aliqua modica questione disceptatio esset, nonne oporteret in — 
antiquissimas recurrere ecclesias, in quibus Apostoli conversati sunt, et ab 
eis de presenti questione sumere quod certum et re liquidum est? Quid 
autem si neque Apostoli quidem Scripturas reliquissent nobis, nonne opor- 
tebat ordinem sequi traditionis, quam tradiderunt iis quibus committebant 
ecclesias? Cui ordinationi assentiunt multe gentes barbarorum, ete.— 
S. Iren. Ibid. Lid. itt. Cap. iv. mn 
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the apostolical Churches, he contents himself with giving that 
of Rome. Thirdly, he assigns as his reasons for choosing that 
Church—1, that the Church of Rome is the greatest, the most 
ancient and known to the whole world ; maxime, et antiquissime, 
et omnibus cognite—2, that it was the one which enjoyed the 
distinguished honour of having been founded by the two most 
glorious of all the Apostles: ἃ gloriosissimis duobus Apostolis 
Petro et Paulo Rome fundate et constitute Eeclesie—3, that the 
faith and tradition of this greatest of all Churches, brought down 
by successive bishops, and not merely by the scriptures, is of 
itself sufficient to confound all heretics: eam quam habet ab 
Apostolis traditionem, et annuntiatam hominibus fidem, per suc- 
 cessiones episcoporum pervenientem usque ad nos indicantes, 
confundimus omnes eos qui quoguo modo, ...... preterquam 
oportet colligunt.* After these three preliminary observations, 
the last assigning three plain and powerful reasons for the 
pre-eminence of the Roman Church, St. Irenzeus continues in 
the very next sentence with the words under discussion—“ For 
κε to this Church, on account of its pre-eminent principality, it is 
“ necessary that every Church should come together; that is the 
“faithful who are on every side: Ad hane enim Ecclesiam 
propter potiorem principalitatem necesse est omnem convenire 

ecclesiam, hoc est, eos qui sunt undique fideles.t 
The reader will notice how effectively our interpretation of the 
potiorem principalitatem is established by the preparatory obser- 
vations and reasoning of the Holy Father. But to confound the 
Rector more completely, I beg attention to the subsequent lan- 
guage of St. Ireneus. He goes on to say that St. Linus, St. 
Anacletus and St. Clement successively governed this greatest 
of all Churches, and he stops to observe of St. Clement, that he 
Was especially a sound witness of true apostolical doctrine. But 
why? Was it because he kept the Epistles of St. Paul for the 
faithful to inspect? No: but because he had himself seen the 
Apostles, and conversed with them, and lived surrounded by 
many still surviving, who like himself had the preaching and 
tradition of the Apostles still sounding in their ears: gui et vidit 

* §. πεν. Ibid. ; + 5. Inen. Ibid. 
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ipsos Apostolos, et contulit cum eis, et cum adhuc insonantem 
predicationem Apostolorum et traditionem ante oculos haberet, 
non solus. This was still an advantage which contributed to. 
increase the superiority of the Church of Rome. But further, 
he informs us that the Church of Rome exercised its more potent 
principality even towards the far distant and even apostolic 
Church of Corinth. A Church founded even by St. Paul himself, 
receives a decision from Rome: the Church of Rome writes a 
most powerful and authoritative letter to rectify the faith of the 
Church of Corinth. Could there be stronger evidence of what 
St. Ireneeus meant by the potiorem principalitatem ? These are 
the exact words: “Under this Clement then, there having 
“‘ happened no small dissension among the brethren who were at 
“ Corinth, the Church which is at Rome wrote a most powerful 
“letter to the Corinthians, gathering them together to peace, and 
“repairing their faith, and announcing the tradition which it had 
“90 recently received from the Apostles.’* Now will any man 
dare to say that only the neighbouring provincial Churches were 
to appeal to Rome, or that its more potent principality extended 
no further, when here is St. Irenzus illustrating his own meaning, 
by the fact of the Roman Church having sent a most powerful 
letter to the Church of Corinth to heal its dissention, and repair 
its faith ? And this at a time when the Apostle St. John was: 
still living at Ephesus, and St. Simeon, a near relation to our 
Lord, was still Bishop of Jerusalem, a living witness even of the 
doctrine of Christ himself? Indeed nothing can be plainer than” 
that St. Irenzeus required all other Churches to resort in doubts 
and disputes to the pre-eminent Church of Rome, on account of 
its exalted supremacy over every other.t 

* Ἐπὶ τούτε οὖν τὸ Κλήμεντος ςεἴσεως ἐχ ὀλίγης τοὶς ἐν Κορινθῳ. 
γενομένης εἰδελφοῖς: ξπέςειλεν n ἐν Ῥώμῃ ἐκκλήσια ἱκανωτώτην γραφὴν. 
τοὶς Κορινθίοις, ¢ εἰς ἐιρηνὴν συμξ ἰξἄσουσα αὐτὸυς, καὶ εἰνανεῦσα τὴν TiS 
αὐτῶν, καὶ ἣν νεωςὶ ὠπὸ τῶν ὠποςόλων παράδοσιν ξιλῆφει.---ὃ. Ineny 
Adv. Heres. Lib. iti. cap. 3. 


+ It will be best to anticipate here an accusation against the Bishop of 
Strasbourg, which Mr. Faber makes in a note at the end of his chapter. ‘The, 
Bishop in his Discussion Amicale, Vol.1, Letter 2nd, says, that the venerable 
Fortunatus, on occasion of this schism at Corinth, went to Rome to beseech 


SECTION 1. SUPREMACY. 157 


The reader will recollect, that the point at present to be 
established, is that the early Fathers attest the supremacy to 
have been inherited by the Popes, as successors of St. Peter. I 
consider it fully proved that the testimony of St. Irenzeus 15 
plainly and powerfully in support of this position. Mr. Faber 
attempts to support his interpretation of the language of St. 
Ireneeus, by what he calls the parallel passage in Tertullian, 
already cited at pages 21 and 137, which 1 left at the latter page 
unnoticed, because it would come more properly under discus- 
sion here.. As Mr. Faber complains, though without any reason, 
that the compilers of The Faith of Catholics on certain points of 
controversy have suppressed all notion of the tendency of the 
passage, by a garbled citation of it, I shall quote it as fully as he 
himself does, that the reader may judge whether by going farther, 
the Rector will not fare worse. I shall for greater clearness, 
distinguish between brackets the parts omitted by the aforesaid 
compilers. ‘ Let the heretics then produce the origins of their 
“ churches; let them unfold the order of their bishops, (so 
*¢ passing down by successions from the beginning, that the first 
“ bishop shall have had some one of. the Apostles, or apostolic 
“men, who continued however with the apostles, for his original 
“ predecessor. For in this manner the apostolic Churches 
* deduce their successions:) as the Church of the Smyrneans 
“having Polycarp records him to have been appointed by John ; 
“as that of the Romans produces Clement ordained by Peter : 


St. Clement, as the successor of St. Peter, to interpose his authority for its 
suppression, and points this out as an early instance of an appeal to the 
chair of St. Peter. Whereupon Mr. Faber asks, from what part of St. 
Clement’s epistle, or from what other authentic source, Dr. Trevern has 
learned this. I answer, that it is vee satisfactorily collected from St. Paul, 
St Clement, and St. Ireneus. St. Paul mentions Fortunatus as a distin- 
uished minister of the Church of Corinth, 1 Cor. xvi. 15, 16,17, 18. St. 
ent says that he sends back with Fortunatus, four messengers whom 

he requests the Corinthians to send to him again speedily, that they may 
bring tidings of the dissentions being healed. And St. Irenzus informs us, 
wee Church of Rome wrote, that is, St. Clement wrote in the name of 

hat Church, « most potent letter to the Corinthians, to re-unite them in peace, 

᾿ πᾷ repair their faith. Was not then Dr. Trevern justified in his conclusion 
that Fortunatus appealed to the Church of Rome, and its Bishop, St. 


nent, to interpose his authority for suppressing the unhappy schism at 
Corinth? rp y pp & Ppy 
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“the rest also in like manner (exhibit those whom they have as 
** graffs from the apostolic seed, having been appointed by the 
“€ apostles to the episcopacy .... Come now you who wish to 
“employ curiosity better in the affair of your salvation), run 
“through the apostolic Churches, in which the very chairs of 
* the Apostles still preside (in their places, in which their own 
“authentic epistles are recited, sounding the voice and bringing 
“ back the face of each one of them.) Is Achaia near to thee? 


“thou hast Corinth. If thou art not far from Macedon, thou 
“‘hast the Philippians, thou hast the Thessalonians. If thou — 
“ canst go into Asia, thou hast Ephesus. But if thou art near 
“ to Italy, thou hast Rome; whence to us also authority is near 
“at hand. Happy Church, for which the Apostles poured forth — 
“all their doctrine with their blood! .... (let us see what it 
“ learned, what it taught, since it has uniformly agreed with the 


“* African Churches also.” )* 


The object for which the compilers of the work already men- ᾿ 
tioned introduced this quotation from Tertullian, was to shew 
that the Church of Rome inherited a superiority of honour and — 


jurisdiction, as being the See of St. Peter and his successors in 


the primacy. This object was sufficiently answered by the — 
extracts which they gave. Tertullian, when speaking of the — 
Church of Rome, dwells on its peculiar eminence, and speaks — 
with decided confidence of its authority, recommending the — 
African Churches to abide always by its guidance and doctrine. — 
So far the passage confirms our proposition: for this the extracts — 
given were sufficient ; and their efficacy is rather increased than Ξ 


diminished. by sepals the rest of the passage. 


ἘΞ 
2 


Neither will this language of Tertullian serve, as Mr. Faber — τ 


pretends, to interpret in his sense the expression of St. Cyprian, — 
when he calls the See of Rome the chair of Peter. For I must — 
remind our forgetful Rector, that St. Cyprian explains his — 


ba 
=a 
-Ξ3 
: 


meaning in words too plain to be either mistaken or cistontotaay Ξ 


for instance, “there is one God. and one Christ, and one — 
“Church, and one chair by the mouth of Christ founded upon 


* TertTuLuiIAni—De Prescript. Hereticorum. § xxxii—xxxvi. 
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« the rock.’* And in another place he says of Pope Cornelius : 
“ But Cornelius was made bishop, .... when the place of 
“ Fabian, that is, when the place of Peter and the degree of the 
 sacerdotal chair was vacant.” What could be plainer evidence 
that St. Cyprian, by the chair of Peter, meant the episcopal See 
of St. Peter at Rome, and that the Pope was his lawful successor 
in that See? And yet, though I cannot suppose him ignorant 
of these pointed passages, Mr. Faber most unfairly says: “ Some 
“ Latin theologians appear, from this phrase, to have fondly 
* concluded, that Cyprian is a witness for the diocesan Roman 
“ Episcopate of Peter. But the phrase imports nothing of the 
* sort.” Some men excel, to be sure, in brazen assertion of 
what they know to be unfounded. St. Cyprian even distinctly 
says that a man cannot hope to be in the Church of Christ at 
all, if he does not acknowledge, or if he resists the chair of 
Peter ?{ Is not this at least owning the supremacy of the 
“ Roman Episcopate of Peter? Is not this attributing something 
more to the chair of Peter than the honour of being like many 
others an apostolically founded Church? St. Cyprian says, 
there is one Church and one chair founded upon Peter, that the 
place of Fabian, Bishop of Rome, is the place of Peter; that 


_ whoever breaks communion with the chair of Peter cannot hope 
_ to be in the Church of Christ; and then comes the Rector of 
_ Long Newton with mendacious effrontery, to affirm that the 
_ phrase imports nothing of the sort ! 


- After this, he takes offence at the Roman Church for having, 


as he says, “latterly thought good to appropriate to herself the 
_ style and title of the Apostolic See,” adding that “ the diocesan 
_ “Church of Rome is no more specially the Apostolic See, than 


_ ©any other diocesan Church founded by an Apostle.” But 


_ where will he find any other ? That is the question. He must 


BG avo | 7 
8 unus est, et Christus unus, et una ecclesia, et cathedra una super 


| Capioeus nas 
ἢ petram Domini voce fundata—S. ΟὙΡΕΙΑΝΙ. Epist. xl. Ad Plebem. 


“> Factus est autem Cornelius episcopus, ..... cum Fabiani locus, id est, 
cum locus Petri et gradus cathedre sacerdotalis vacaret.—Epist. lit. ad 
vanum, ἢ 


' Pier Kcclesie renititur et resistit, qui Cathedram Petri, super quem 


data est Ecclesia, deserit, in Ecclesia se esse confidit ?—S. Cypr. De 
Unitate Ecclesia. 
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know that the Church of Rome is the only subsisting apostolic 
Church in the world; and that she alone can gloriously trace her 
bishops in unbroken succession, up to her first supreme Bishop 
St. Peter. Let any other Church do this, before it can claim 
to be apostolical: confingant tale aliquid heretici ! 
But Mr. Faber “ somewhat marvels,” that the “ apparently 
“ὁ splendid titles of Pontifex Maximus and Kpiscopus Episcopo- 
“rum, which Tertullian bestows upon the Roman bishop,” 
have not been adduced “as a clear proof of the early acknow- 
ledged universal Supremacy of that prelate.’’ As I shall have 
to discuss the passage from Tertullian’s writings, in which these 
titles occur, in the second Section of the present Chapter, I will 
then prove that they are not without their utility in the present 
argument. Ἵ 
Having already had to defend a former publication of my own 
against the aspersions of Mr. Faber, I have now to vindicate 
another portion of the same, as he again introduces it into the. 
present controversy.* In answer to a long and virulent attack 
upon the Catholic Church by the apostate Spanish priest, 
Blanco White, filled with the grossest calumnies and wilful mis- 
representations of our religion, I published a small work, entitled, 
Defence of the Creed and Discipline of the Catholhe Church, 
against the Rev. Jos. Blanco White, &c. That unhappy apos- 
tate had spoken in the strain of the bitterest enemies of the: 
papal Supremacy, and had even asserted, like my present anta- 
gonist, that “the belief that St. Peter had been Bishop of Rome, 
“was an idle and ungrounded report.” | For Mr. Faber to 
venture such an assertion, is bad enough ; but when a man} 
whom theology had taught better, m his better days, pro- 
claimed such a daring falsehood, knowing it to be false, such” 
a man deserved a much more severe castigation than he received: 
in my pages. I was fully justified, however, in denouncing thi 
as one of his many “ worn-out fallacies and vile fabrications :” 
‘and equally so, in asserting that “ the constant testimony of all 
“ ecclesiastical writers, without one exception, for fifteen centu- 
“ries, proves that St. Peter fixed his see at Rome, and die 
* See some previous observations at page 116. ee 
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“there by martyrdom.”* In support of this, I gave references 
to a considerable: number of early writers: but,Mr. Faber 
wonders ‘how I could give. them, in common prudence ; because, 
as he affirms, not one of them says a syllable respecting St. 
Peter’s Roman episcopacy. Mr. Faber advances the same at 
greater length in a previous publication, expressly directed 
against my Reply to his Supplement to Difficulties of Romanism.t 
And in my vindication, I observed, that it could not have been 


Ἵ Iegitimately inferred as my meaning, “ that each one. of the 


“ Fathers testified all that I maintained, in due form, but that 


“ from their concurrent testimonies, without one being found to 
“deny the same, it was clear that St. Peter was at Rome, was 


“ Bishop of Rome, and was martyred at Rome.”’{ He intro- 
duces now in a Note, this, which he calls my “ brief and some- 
“ what dry acknowledgment :” but asks what I mean. by. all, 
and whether I insinuate that even some assert “ Peter’s Roman 
“ Episcopate ;” he, Mr. Faber, averring that “ not one of them 
“ς says a single word about it : not one of them throws out even 
* so much as a hint.” And because I had observed that the 
matter was clear from their concurrent testimonies, without one 
being found to deny the same, the Rector, with unbridled plea- 
santry, styling me withal “ the prince of logicians,” exclaims ; 
True : and, on the same satisfactory principle, I will under- 
“ take to prove, that Alexander the Great..was the first king of 
“Rome. Not one ancient historian can be found to deny it.” 

+ Had this acute theologian and correct. expositor of ancient 
testimony, detected me here»in any false reasoning, he might 


have had some title to an ovation over one to whom he has 


afforded 50 many triumphs.) But, he has made no such dis- 


covery. 1 had two points to attest by early witnesses: that. St. 
Peter was at Rome, and that he was Bishop of Rome. Mr. 
‘Faber allows that the evidence adduced did vouch for St. Peter’s 


mre been at Harhe, and having there suffered. martyrdom. 
te 


ΟΝ * See Defence, 80. First Edition, page 42; Second, 32. 


hh See Some Account of om Husenbeth’s Atiempt to assist the Bishop of. 
ila se oe Ῥ. 
t See The Dificultics of Faberism, page 55. 
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But he asks where they vouch singly or collectively, for his 
having been Bishop of Rome. When it is admitted that the 
early writers attest directly that St. Peter came to Rome, 
founded the Church there, and sealed it with his blood, it must 
follow that the same attest fully, though indirectly, that St. 
Peter was Bishop of Rome. This would be satisfactory, if 
even the passages for which I referred to St. Ignatius, St. 
Irenzeus, and St. Cyprian, did not furnish evidence yet more 
explicit. It is remarkable that St. Ignatius begins his Epistle to 
the Romans in a very different style from any others of his 
Epistles. The others are simply addressed 70 the Church 
existing at Ephesus, or Magnesia, &c. but his Epistle to the 
Romans is carefully addressed to the Church which PRESIDES 
in the country of the Romans: ἥτις προκάθηται ev tiwe yop 
‘Poyatev: by which remarkable expression he. indicates the 
supreme presiding authority of the Roman Church, which it 
could only have had from its having been the last and principal 
See of St. Peter. We have already seen that St. Irenzus 
attests St. Peter’s Roman episcopacy.* Then the expression of 
St. Cyprian, the chair of Peter, and the principal Church, has 
been already proved in these pages to designate the supreme 
authority of the Roman Church, which St. Cyprian plainly calls 
the See of Peter: “ Cornelius was made Bishop .... when 
“ the place of Fabian, that is, when the place of Peter .... 
“ was vacant.”’+ 

I do therefore assert and prove, that while all my witnesses 
directly attest St. Peter’s residence at Rome, some also directly, 
and all indirectly attest his having been Bishop of Rome ; 
though Mr. Faber bravely says, that “not one of them throws 
“ out even so much as a hint.” Mr. Faber admits that St. 
Peter founded the Church of Rome, and was there martyred. 
From such admissions it must follow that he was Bishop of 
Rome. For he certainly left Antioch, and no one ever asserted 
that he afterwards occupied any other See but that of Rome. I 
have already shewn that he had founded the Church of Rome, 


* See above, page 147, and following pages. 
+ See above, page 159. 
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before St. Paul arrived, and had so established it in extent and 
importance, that St. Paul testified that its faith was spoken of 
in the whole world. Assuredly, then, he must have presided 
over that Church as its Bishop, during the whole of that time. 
Tertullian informs us that. St. Peter ordained St. Clement, evi- 
dently to become his successor in the Roman See, which he did 
occupy, after first giving place to SS. Linus and Cletus. 

But I am derided as a sorry logician, because I grounded my 
argument in part upon negative evidence. Not one of the 
ancient Fathers or writers is found to deny St. Peter’s Roman 


_ Episcopacy ; and upon the same principle, my antagonist offers 


to prove that Alexander the Great was the first King of Rome. 
But there is a wide difference between the two applications of 
the principle. There are cases where silence is legitimately con- 
strued into consent. Mine was of that kind. Where a body of 
evidence is gathered from many witnesses, in favour of a doc- 
trinal as well as historical fact, and one of the highest impor- 
tance in human affairs, such as the supreme authority of the 
Bishop of Rome, strong negative proof is afforded also in its 
favour, from the total failure of all attempts to produce contra- 
dictory testimony. If Mr. Faber could bring forward attesta- 
tions from early writers, that St. Peter was no more than 
another Apostle, that he never acted at all as Bishop of Rome, 
or that he occupied any other See after founding the Church of 
Rome, then he might deserve some attention : but where we 


have so much evidence on our side, and he can produce none to 


contradict it, I do claim support from the negative proof of 
silence, especially in an affair of such paramount interest and 
importance to the Christian Church in every age. If Mr. Faber 
could bring considerable direct or indirect testimony to establish 
Alexander’s having been first King of Rome, he might claim 
support also from the fact of no historian being found to deny it. 
But if he cannot see the wide difference between the case he 
Supposes, and mine, he must e’en wear the “ prince of 
logicians’” cap,—tells and all. 

Having, as he flatters himself, settled the position that St. 
Peter never was Bishop of Rome, and therefore that the Pope 

x 2 
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cannot be his successor in that See, nor by his special logic, his _ 
successor in the Supremacy, Mr. Faber makes an attempt to — 
prove that the “figment,” as he calls it, “ crawled into existence 
“ during the latter part of the fourth century ;” as if any one in 
his senses would believe that the Christian Church before that 
time had never acknowledged the Pope’s Supremacy. He pre- — 
tends, with the most contemptible affectation, that this is shewn 
by a passage in the famous work of St. Epiphanius, the ver μὴ ὴ 
rable Archbishop of Salamis, against Heresies. If we are ἴθ 
believe Mr. Faber, “ this author tells us, that Peter and Paul 
“ conjointly, acting in the two-fold capacity of diocesan Bishops _ 
“ and universal Apostles, were the first Co-Bishops of Rome: — 
“ and he adds, that at the expiration of their double Episcopate, 
“Linus became their successor.” Now let us see what St, 
Epiphanius really wrote. “ Peter and Paul were first at Rome 
“ Apostles and Bishops.”* And he adds that the succession 0 
Roman Bishops ran thus: Peter and Paul, Linus, tus, | 
Clement, &c. Is this saying that the two Apostles were Co-— 
Bishops of Rome? No: St. Epiphanius distinctly held the 
primacy of St. Peter, in proof of which I may refer to his wore 
in the same work : “And Peter, chosen to be the prince and 
“leader of the disciples, as it has been most wisely deull on- a 
“ strated.”+ Therefore,; when he mentioned St. Paul as a G : 
bishop with St. Peter at Rome, he meant indeed that St. Paul, 
like every other Apostle, was undoubtedly a Bishop, and that he Ἵ 
assisted St. Peter in the functions of his Roman Episcopate, an 
that St. Linus succeeded to the united labours of both the — 
Apostles : but St. Epiphanius does not thereby insinuate that — 
‘St. Paul was Co-Bishop, equal in authority with St. Peter. His — 
words resemble those of St. Irenzeus, already explained ; th 
were probably founded upon those words; but they no m¢ 
affect St. Peter’s sole Roman Episcopacy, than his did. ΄. 


+ eh 
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* Ἔν Ῥώμῃ yap “γεγόνασι πρῶτοι Πέτρος καὶ Παῦλος δι Απόστο 
αὐτοὶ καὶ Ἐπίσκοποι.---ϑ. EPIPHAN. ἘΩ͂. 27. opi 
+ Καὶ eeackalolov πέτρον ὠρχηγὸν εἶναι τῶν ὠυτέ μαϑητῶν, 
πάντη σαφῶς amrodedeinta»—Her. 51. Ὁ “ΘᾺ 
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Ἂς 


let me once again remind the Rector, that even if it were proved 
from these or any other words of the Fathers, that St. Peter 
never was Bishop of Rome, it would not be less true that 
St. Linus and his successors inherited St. Peter’s Supremacy. 

- But let this bewildered controvertist gloat over his precious 
discovery, that St. Peter’s Roman Episcopacy is “a figment,” 
an “anile fiction,” and even “a childish fable!” The preceding 
_ pages have fairly proved and firmly established from Scripture, 
and from the Fathers of the first three centuries, that St. Peter 
‘was the divinely constituted head of the Church on earth, and 
that his supremacy has descended to the Popes, his lawful 
‘successors. And the impartial reader will here find reason to 
exclaim with the illustrious Bossuet, and with every faithful 
member of the Holy Catholic and Roman Church: “ O Church, 
“which, taught by Peter and his successors, has never known 
“error, and in whose Bishop, Peter remains the foundation of 
the Church. O holy Roman Church, the Mother of all 
_ “Churches and of all the faithful! O Church, chosen expressly 
“that she might unite all her children in the same faith and 
“charity! To thy unity we will ever adhere with our whole 
“souls. O Church of Rome! If I forget thee, may my right 
“hand be forgotten: may my tongue cleave to my jaws, if I 
“do not remember thee, if I make not thee the beginning of my 
| τοῦ j oy "ἝΝ 


Section [1.--ΗἸΒΤΟΒΙΟΘΑΙ, OBJECTIONS AGAINST THE SUPREMACY 
% ANSWERED. 


_ Having in the First Section of the present Chapter, vindicated 
_ the several proofs of the Supremacy of St. Peter and his suc- 
_ cessors, drawn from Scripture, and the testimonies of the early 
_ Fathers of the Church, the object of this Second Section will be, 
_ to shew that no valid objections can be taken either from 
Scripture or Church History against the Supremacy ; but that, 
on the contrary, it is solidly established and confirmed by the 
: * Bossuet’s Serm. on the Unity of the Church. 
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testimonies of both. Mr. Faber’s Chapter II. of Book I. i 
devoted to an exhibition of what he considers historical facts” 
against the Supremacy both of St. Peter and of the Roman 
Bishops as his successors. And first he seeks testimony from 
the New Testament against the Supremacy of St. Peter, wh ὧν 
I most readily follow him. ee 
Our purpose, he states, must be to enquire, not whether ; 
Peter might not, in some cases, have been recognised as “ the 
first among equals,” by the Apostles; but whether he was the 
“ sovereign monarch of the Catholic Church,” so that all the 
other Apostles owed and paid him canonical obedience. Upon 
which I have to observe, that, while the drift of this preparatory 
shuffle about St. Peter’s superior dignity is sufficiently apparent 
we are not to expect instances recorded in Scripture of t i : 
exercise of “dominant supremacy,” or “sovereign monarchy,” as 
Mr. Faber writes, on the part of St. Peter; though we shall cer- 
tainly find ver’. satisfactory proofs of his primacy both of honour 
and jurisdiction. Mr. Faber forgets the persons, and times, and 
circumstances connected with the events recorded in the Ney ; 
Testament. He must be reminded that these were such, 88. 
render it almost impossible for any occasion to arise for 8 7 
strongly marked exercise of St. Peter’s authority. The Apostles: 
had all equally received the Holy Ghost, and were all oan lly 
infallible. They needed no instruction from St. Peter, since e 
knew every point of doctrine equally with him. Nor were the : a 
ever likely to réquire from him any special interference to sett Je 
disputes, or any “dominant” commands to enforce obedience ὁ, 
The Apostles were full of every virtue,—humble, docile, an : 
inflamed with pure charity. Their chief was even more 
humble, and more abounding in charity; for his lamented fi 1 
‘had taught him a lesson of humility, which he never forgot; ad 
his Master was satisfied that he loved him more than these. — Bu t 
yet he was appointed over his brethren, as their superior, to pre- 
serve unity, and charged to confirm them, and exercise juris ον 
tion over them, whenever it should be requisite. And that πθ΄ 
possessed and exercised this authority and jurisdiction, is manife st 
from the very instances which Mr. Faber brings against us. 
ΠΡ ἘΞ 
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The first is from St. Peter’s taking the lead in the important 
business of appointing a successor in the apostleship to Judas, 
Mr. Faber allows him to have been “ a sort of prolocutor”’ in the 
assembly, and that “so far he might seem to have some kind of 
“ἐς pre-eminence:” but maintains that he could not have been 
-Christ’s Vicar upon earth, or he would, by his own authority, 
have appointed a new Apostle, whereas‘the whole assembly ap- 
pointed two candidates and even then left the choice, as they cast 
lots, to be determined by Divine interposition. After which 
luminous comment, the Rector thus splendidly concludes: “From 
“these recorded circumstances I infer, that the prolocution of 
᾿ς the zealous and warm-hearted Peter was incidental rather than 
© official.” 

How anxious the Rector seems to put forth his claim to the 
cap of Prince of Logicians! This one specimen of his logical 
powers would assuredly procure him the honour, Here we have 
‘among other false reasonings, a necessary proceeding inferred, 

where no such necessity existed; and an assertion proving too 
τη ἢ, and therefore proving just nothing. St. Peter would have 
appointed an Apostle himself, argues Mr. Faber, had he been the 
supreme Vicar of Christ. How does this follow? Where have 
we attempted to prove that St. Peter’s power extended to the 
absolute appointment of an Apostle to be specially filled with the 
Holy Ghost, and rendered personally infallible? St. Peter might 
well be Vicar of Christ for every other act of authority, without 
‘possessing an extraordinary power like this. But if we admit, 
_as St. Chrysostom does, that St. Peter might have appointed the 
new Apostle, the Rector has no right to infer that he certainly 
would have so done. For why might not St. Peter have expressly 
wished to avoid, particularly in the first act of his supremacy, 
| any appearance of that “ dominant monarchy” which the Rector 
‘will have us fix upon him, and to ascertain the will of Heaven 
‘more securely, by directing the Church to elect, and finally 
“referring the choice to Divine interposition? Mr. Faber’s infer- 
| ence is plainly unwarranted : St. Peter’s supremacy did not neces- 
sarily embrace the power to nominate an Apostle; nor if it had 
embraced it, would he have been obliged to exercise that power. 
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His second claim to the cap is the bad logic of an argument 
proving too’much. He says that the whole assembly, and not St; 
Peter himself specially, appointed two candidates. This is to prove 
that St. Peter had no more authority than the other Apostles: 
_ but it goes too far, for it would prove that St. Peter had no me ‘ 
authority than the mere lay. disciples who composed. the bulk of 
the assembly: for the number of persons together, was abil t 
hundred and twenty.** Thus the proof is completely useles 
his cause: and who now is the “ prince of logicians ?”’ — e 
_ In truth, Mr. Faber has very clumsily distorted a very p i 
matter. The election of a new Apostle, in the place of Juc 
was an affair of the greatest weight and importance. It 1 
therefore properly directed by St. Peter, as the supreme head 
the infant Church, He rose up in the assembly, and with a: 
nishing accuracy and wisdom, interpreted and applied differ 
passages of Scripture, and then with a tone of decision and auth 
rity declared, that these scriptural predictions must be fulfil 
and that another must be made a witness with the rest of the 
Apostles. Aci ὅν τῶν συνελθόντων ... μάρτυρα τῆς ἀνας σεως avi 
γενέσθαι συν ἡμῖν ἕνα τότων, If the anil chose two cz ‘ 
dates, it was by St. Peter’s permission and direction, that ther 
the Apostle elect might be more beloved and reverenced by 4 
assembly as being their own choice, and that by taking th 
suffrages of all the brethren, the will of Heaven might be Ν 
clearly ascertained. In all this St. Peter plainly acts as supre 
pastor of the Church; no one speaks after him, no one cont 
dicts his arguments or opposes his authoritative decision ; butt 
brethren immediately obey his direction, and proceed to ect 
candidates so apparently equal in merit, that they are obliged fo 
apply at last by fervent prayer to Heaven to determine. the ch oi of 
This first exercise of St. Peter’s supreme authority is not in t . 
slightest degree invalidated. by the Beater s feeble and i 
‘sistent interpretation. 

- Weak as Mr. Faber’s attempt was in the fire instance, in ti 
‘ini his failure borders closely upon the ridiculous. ag 
attempts to set aside the strong argument of St. Peter 


—*® Acts i. 15. 
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supremacy, founded upon his exercising his high authoritative 
commission on the day of Pentecost. The text clearly intimates, 
that immediately after receiving the Holy Ghost, St. Peter first 
opened the solemn promulgation of the new law, on the very day 
‘of Pentecost, on which God himself had before proclaimed the 
old law; and first published the Gospel to the whole world, by 
proclaiming it to the assembled multitudes gathered at that time 
‘in Jerusalem out of every nation under heaven. But could any 
rational being conjecture the means by which the Rector would 
attempt to evade this plain evidence? He says that St. Peter 
did not speak alone, but that all the other Apostles at the same 
time delivered the same in substance to other divisions of the 
multitude; for that otherwise a small part only could have 
understood St. Peter speaking in one particular tongue. Accord- 
ingly, he says, we read that St. Peter stood up “ jointly with 
_ © the eleven,” and that the multitude “ spake unto Peter and 
“unto the rest of the Apostles.” 
_ Ireply to this strange comment, that St. Peter undoubtedly 
_stood up with the eleven, but the text says, he lifted up his voice ; 
for as St. Chrysostom says, “ Peter was the mouth of all, but 
«ὁ the eleven stood up with him, approving by their testimony the 
“things which he said.” But the text neither says, nor insinu- 
_ates the pretty idea, which ‘is all of Mr. Faber’s own invention, 
that the other Apostles spoke at the same time to “ other divi- 
“sions of the multitude,” as if they collected and classed them 
| | caida to their several languages. The words of St. Luke in 
_the Acts intimate on the contrary that St. Peter spoke to the 
whole multitude in one tongue, and by a miracle, which was part 
_of the wonderful gift of tongues, he was understood by all, as if 
he had spoken in their several languages. This is evident even 
_ from his address, which is directed to the whole multitude: “Ye 
“men of Judea, and all you that dwell in Jerusalem :” οἱ κατοι- 
χϑέῆες Ἱερασαλὴμ ἅπαντες : an exactly parallel expression to that of 
ἃ previous verse: “there were dwelling at J μὰν δὰ J ews, 
“devout men out of every nation under heayen:” ἦσαν δὲ ἐν 
᾿ερισαλὴμ καοικᾶντες Ἰεθαῖοι, avd\pes εὐλαξ εἰς. πὸ παντὸς ἔθνες τῶν 
ὑπὸ τον ἐρανόν : the meaning of both being, that these strangers 
Y 
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were dwelling in Jerusalem for a time, on occasion of the great 
feast of Pentecost. And it further appears from the result of 
his sermon. Mr. Faber observes.that the multitude replied me 3 | 
to him alone, but to the rest of the Apostles. This was natur i 
enough, since they found the eleven standing up with their chief, ᾽ 
and giving their concurrent approbation to his words, and βίποθ 
so vast a number could not be supposed to have all addressed 
themselves to St. Peter alone. But Mr. Faber should observe 
that it is still St. Peter alone who replies to the multitude in 
continuation of his harangue: But Peter said to them : De ie 
penance, and be baptized .... and with very many other words 
did Hx testify and exhort them. And St. Luke distinctly marks 
that it was not from the preaching of any of the others, but from i 
St. Peter’s words alone, that the three thousand were converted :_ 
“ They therefore that received his word, were baptized.” From 
all which it is manifest that St. Peter spoke alone in the name Οἱ 
the rest, as their supreme head, whose privileged office it was : 
be the first to make a solemn promulgation of the Gospel. Let 
St. Chrysostom confirm this with his own golden stream of , 
eloquence: “ Peter the mouth of them all, pleads for all th , 
“ cause of faith, and instructs all by his doctrine: he is the chief / 
“assertor of the faith, he is considered the principal catechist, 
“and first stood forth a preacher of the word, and first brought 
“ together the Church, and that not only from the men of Je - 
* salem, and the Jews round about; but from the Parthians, 
“ Medes, Phrygians, Lybians, Roryiitiivons; Arabians, strangers 
“ from Rome and others. And he who was appointed Pastor of 
“all by the Lord, began to collect sheep from all nations: he 
“ taught them faith, together with apostolic manners, namely to 
“ renounce all things, to assemble together in prayer, and the 
“ breaking of bread as taught by Christ.”* Fi 
Mr. Faber next brings an old objection from the fact of St. 
Peter having been sent with St. John by the Apostles, to the — 
converted Samaritans :+ whence he argues that he could not have | 
been “ Christ’s monarchal vicar and their own lawful dominant : 


* 8. Joan. Curysostomti, Honil. 4 in Act. Apost. 4 : 
" ¢ Acts vili. 14. 51 
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᾿ “primate.” I suppose he will not deny that Phinees was the 


High Priest of the Jews, because it is said in the Book of Josue, 


that he was sent even by all the people to confer with the children 


of Ruben. They all assembled in Silo, to go up, and fight against 


_ them. And in the mean time they sent to them into the land of 


Galaad, Phinees the son of Eleazar the priest* And. of course 
he will not for a moment doubt the perfect equality of the Son of 
God with his Eternal Father, or of the Holy Ghost with both, 
although we read of each of these two Divine Persons being sent 
for the good of mankind. And therefore he must admit that as 
there are various ways of being sent, so a superior may be 
occasionally sent by his inferiors; as when the members of a 
chapter send their bishop on any affair of moment to the Holy 
See. In the case before us, St. Peter was sent by his own ready 
acceptance of the commission, and by that mutual advice and 
consent which characterized the measures of the holy college of 
Apostles; and which while it experienced little of that “ domi- 
“ nant” command which the Rector is so fond of imputing, fully 
recognised in St. Peter that supreme pastoral authority for which 
we contend. There was moreover a reason for St. Peter’s pro- 
ceeding upon this embassy to the Samaritans, closely connected 
with his supremacy, inasmuch as it was peculiarly the office of 
the supreme pastor to effect the reconciliation of those inveterate 
schismatics the Samaritans, and their happy re-union μι the 
il in the one fold of the one Shepherd. 

Another difficulty Mr. Faber imagines in the fact of St. 
Peter's having been contended with by the Jewish converts, for 
having gone to the Gentiles and eaten with them.t “ Yet,” says 
Mr. Faber, “that high officer .... did not silence them by the 


“divine authority of his sovereign vicariate.’ And when they 


were silenced by St. Peter’s meek explanation, “it is evident,” 
he says, “that they submitted, not to Peter’s primatic mandate, 
“but to the very ample reason which he gave for his conduct.” 

May not then a superior condescend meekly to explain his 
reasons to his inferiors, without forfeiting his authority? Was 
it any wonder that St. Peter, humble as he was, should thus 


* Josue xxii. 12, 13. + Acts xi. 2, 3. 
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himself practise the valuable lesson which he was afterwards ot 
inculcate: Be ready always to satisfy every one that asketh you 1 
reason ?* Those who contended with him were indeed Christie as, 
but they had not yet fully learned the mystery of the calling of 
the Gentiles, nor laid aside entirely their long and deep preju- 
dices against any communication with the uncircumcised. Was 
it not then a kind and considerate prudence in St. Peter t ) 
become weak with the weak, and by a mild explanation to g 
these murmurers, rather than to run the hazard of srritat ‘in: 
them by severity? Little indeed was St. Peter ever likely t 
act the “high officer,” and to issue the “ primatic mandates,” 
which Mr. Faber keeps up with such sonorous absurdity. | 
But we shall find the Vicar of Jesus Christ acting with becomi 
decision and authority whenever there occurred a suitable occz 
sion. Mr. Faber strangely distorts the very plain narration ὁ 
of the Council held at Jerusalem, mentioned in the eleventh Chap- 
ter of the Acts. He will have it that not St. Peter, but St. James 
was president of the Council, and as such gave his ultima i 
sentence: and because Judas and Silas were sent by the 
Apostles and ancients afterwards to Antioch, he puts it down a 
the most obvious inference, that St. Peter had no more to do 
with the decision and decree, than any other Apostle. But let 
any one turn to the account in the Acts, and he will obsery 
that when there had been much disputing, St. Peter arose and 
spoke. He first permitted the question to be freely discuss od, 
and when the arguments on both sides had been sufficiently 
propounded, he rose as the supreme judge and authoritati re 
head of the Church, to pronounce his decision. Here is a plain” 
“instance of the exercise of his Supremacy. He proceeded ᾿ 
to decide in plain terms, by reproving those who would tempt 
God, by putting an intolerable yoke upon the disciples. nat ᾿ 
the assembly looked up to St. Peter as the highest authority, is 
evident from their respectful submission to his decree : 
when he ceased to speak, all the multitude held their pec 
and listened to SS. Paul and Barnabas, who illustrated St. 
Peter’s words, by relating what great wonders had been wrongly 
* 1 St. Peter iii. 15. 
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by their ninistey among the Gentiles, whom the opposite party 


sought to impede and control by insupportable restraints. St. 


James then spoke: for as Bishop of Jerusalem it was for him 


to second and confirm the decision of St. Peter. His speech is 


in fact a confirmation of the decree of the supreme pastor ; and 


the fact of St. James having spoken after St. Peter, is merely 
an exemplification of the common right and practice of every 
legislative assembly, where each member is allowed to express 


his concurrence in the decision of the presidents Every bishop 


in a Council has a definitive sentence : but the judgment of St. 


_ James can in no way derogate from the previous decision of St. 
Peter, or affect the question of his Supremacy. Nor is this 


invalidated by the decree of the Council being drawn up in the 


general names of the Apostles and ancients ; for this proves 


indeed that it was the act of the whole concurrent Church, but 


δ does not shew that the head of the Church had not the prin- 
_ eipal part in the decision. Perhaps Mr. Faber may. be willing 


for once to own that so great a doctor as St. Jerom, understood 


the matter somewhat better than himself. That sound inter- 


preter and profound scholar writes thus: “ When a great question 


_ “ arose upon this word,” the circumcision of the Gentile con- 


verts, ““ Peter, with his accustomed liberty, said: Men, brethren, 


| cL υὐν and all the multitude held their peace, and the 
© Apostle James, and all the ancients together, concurred in his 


sentence. These things ought not to be troublesome to the 
“reader, but useful both to me and him, that we may prove 


© that the Apostle Paul was not previously ignorant that Peter 


“was the prince of this decree.’* 1 should hope, that after 


_ the opinion of this illustrious biblical interpreter, the Rector of 


Long Newton will imitate the docile multitude, and hold his 
_ Mr. Faber finishes what he considers positive scriptural 
evidence against St. Peter’s Supremacy, by the very old and 
worn-out objections taken from three facts connected with St. 
Paul. First, that. St. Paul labouted perfectly independent of St. 


Peter; Second, that St. Paul “ carefully and (as it were) jealously 


* Higron. Epist. 89, ad Augustinum. 
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“intimates, that he derived his authority,” by revelation from ' 
Christ alone; Third, that “when he met Peter at Antioch, he Ὁ 
“withstood him to his face, because, as he assures the Galatians, 
“ he was to be blamed.” : Oe 
To which I answer, that no more can be collected from _ : 
words or conduct of St. Paul, than what we readily grant ti 
namely that he was made an Apostle immediately by Christ 
himself, like St. Peter and the others, and that he was + 
inferior to any of them in the gifts and powers common to all 
the Apostles; but so far from St. Paul’s intimating that St. 
Peter was not his superior in the primacy of both honour an 
jurisdiction, he acknowledged the same by going apres Ὁ 
visit St. Peter and remaining fifteen days with him before | 
began his apostolic ministry amorig the Gentiles.* β 
As to St. Paul’s withstanding St. Peter to his face when ἢ 

deserved blame, this is no argument against St. Peter’s Sup: : 
macy. St. Peter had erred, not in faith, but in his imp 
dissimulation, for fear of giving offence to the Jews by being 
seen to eat with the Gentiles. St. Paul considering it one of © 
those occasions when an inferior may justly and charitably 
admonish a superior, reproved him. But was not David kin; 
of Israel, when he was severely reproved by Joab?t it 
faithful general was neither arrogant nor disrespectful, because 
he rebuked his king, on an occasion when his conduct was 
unwise and dangerous to the security of his throne; nor was St 
Paul the “ positively contumacious rebel” which my aaa nt 
so unbecomingly and irreverently styles him, because he res 
the Supreme Head of the Church, from a laudable aoa 
prevent schism, and with a true charity for the great Apostle 7 
And thus St. Augustin speaks of the transaction: “ Pet 
“‘ himself received with the holy and benignant piety of humili 
“what was usefully done by Paul with the liberty of chatty 
“ and he thus gave to his successors a more rare and more hoh (7 j 
“example to move them not to disdain to receive correction even _ 
“ἐ from their inferiors, if at any time they should swerve from he 
“ right path, than Paul afforded for inferiors to dare confidently _ 
* See Galat. ὃ, v. 18. + See 2 Kings, via. 5. ae 
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“to resist even their superiors, for the defence of gospel truth, 
“without prejudice to fraternal charity.”* 
Mr. Faber’s positive testimony against the Supremacy, drawn 
from these six scriptural facts, having been thus clearly shown 
to have no force, his negative testimony shall now be speedily 
dismissed as equally inefficient. He would have it, that if the 
doctrine of the supremacy of St. Peter and his successors be an 
essential article of faith, we may expect to find it in Scripture. 
‘But the Bible never once mentions it. The reader will perceive 
‘that this is merely a repetition of what the Rector had said 
before, at the end of the Section III. of his Chapter on Supremacy 
in his First Book. I need not repeat my answer given in the 
‘corresponding portion of the present work, which may be referred 
‘to at page 145: but I shall here content myself with a strictly 
logical refutation of this “ prince of logicians.” I need not tell 
him the total invalidity of an argument which can be retorted 
with full force upon his own principles. He owns the spiritual 
‘supremacy of a temporal prince. “ If this doctrine be an article 
_ © of faith, we may reasonably expect that it would be distinctly 
“and explicitly stated in Holy Scripture. Yet what the Thirty- 
“ nine Articles have determined on this head, the Bible never so 
-“ much as once even mentions. Not a hint on the topic of the 
“ King’s absolute spiritual monarchy is dropped i in any part of 
“the inspired ecclesiastical history: nor is Peter himself 
“ throughout his two Epistles, or Paul throughout his fourteen 
_“ Epistles, a whit more communicative, although both had very 
| « fit occasions to mention the matter, when writing on the power 
“of kings.’* Now Mr. Faber, take your choice : either on your 
own grand principle of Bible alone, give up the King’s spiritual 
supremacy; or with us admit, that although Scripture had 
been totally silent on St. Peter’s Supremacy—which however 
| I have shewn that it is not—we might yet, from Tradition, as well 
have believed it, as both we and you believe the lawfulness ot 
| Infant Baptism, and the truth of the Scriptures themselves. So 
much again for the “ prince of logicians !” 


SRA 


_ * §. Aucustini Epist. 19 ad Hieron. 
+ 1 St. Peter ii. 17—Romans xiii. 1-7. 
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Scripture then does not testify against our doctrine of Su: 
premacy, but both positively and negatively deposes powerfully 
for it. We have next to consider what objections Mr. Fs be 
imagines against it from facts of history. He is shocked in t he 
outset at what he calls “the strangely indecent and ont 
“ absurd consequence” which he decides must inevitably resw 
from St. Peter’s Supremacy; namely, that upon his death, § 
John, who still survived many years, must have been a 
St. Linus: and thus, “ we shall be brought,” says the Reetc 
with most amusing pomposity, “ to the goodly conclusion ; the 
“an inspired Apostle of the Lord owed the canonical obediene 
“of a dependent suffragan to an uninspired bishop of Rome. 

Notwithstanding this dogmatical decision of the infalli } 
Council of Long Newton, I shall take leave to say, that even 8 
there would be no impropriety, and no absurd consequence. . 
if the Blessed Mother of God was subject to the Amesilaalll ni 
if Christ himself was subject to the Holy Virgin, his Me 
need not wonder if by his all-wise decree, a surviving Ape 
was to be subject to that authority vested in the successor of ϑ 
Peter, which in reality represented his own. If St. John ha 
possessed no more humility, than those who in these days are: 
impatient of subjection, he might no doubt have become hims 
_ the successor of St. Peter. But it was his holy character & 
desire rather to be subject than to command: and there was | 
danger of St. Linus ever treating an inspired Apostle in any o hi 
way than with the highest respect and deference. And thaw ᾿ : 
Rector has no warrant for his conceited inference. jie 

But Mr. Faber thinks he can fabricate from history ce ti | 
proofs of “ early unscrupulous opposition to the dictates of th 
* Roman Bishop,” and even “ the fair acknowledgment on t 4 
“ part of some Roman Bishops themselves that they neit { } ᾿ 
ἐς possessed nor claimed any such dominant monarchal authorit ἢ 
“ as that which has been so bountifully bestowed upon them by 
* more modern Latin Divines.” I dare say that he may fi ind 
virtuous and humble Popes disclaiming much of the domina’ io { 
forced upon them by the modern Anglican Divine of Long 
Newton; but he will produce no disclaimer of that. legitim: nat 
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upremacy which the Catholic Church has ever acknowledged in 
she successor of St. Peter. But first of the alleged “early un- 
* scrupulous opposition.” 
The first historical fact adduced by Mr. Faber, so far from 
eing evidence against the supremacy, is a very valuable proof of 
‘ts early admitted claim and exercise. Even in the second cen- 
cury, if is recorded by Eusebius, that the Pope St. Victor 
threatened to excommunicate, if he did not actually do so, cer- 
‘tain Asiatic Bishops who celebrated Easter at a different time 
from the rest of the Church. The question is not here whether 
there was sufficient reason for his proceeding to this severe exer- 
cise of jurisdiction, but whether his right was questioned, or his 
authority resisted: for it need not be observed that the abuse of 
authority, if the Pope had abused it, could not have invalidated 
‘that authority. | 
Mr. Faber, calling this holy Pope, who is by many writers of 
the fifth century styled a martyr, and by others at least a 
confessor and saint, “a very intemperate and apparently a very 
“ foolish prelate,” pretends that to his “impudent usurpation of 
“a dominant authority which did not belong to him, his 
ἐς episcopal equals very properly refused to submit,’ and with 
St. Irenzeus sharply reprehended him, and refused to alter their 
practice. ΤῸ support this, he gives a few lines from Eusebius, 
which our candid Rector knew very well how to garble, though 
we have heard him elsewhere vociferating against the alleged 
-garbling of our writers. From this the reader is led to infer 
that the Asiatic Prelates refused to acknowledge the supreme 
jurisdiction and authority of the Pope. But where will the 
_ Rector find an atom of proof for such a conclusion? The words 
which he quotes from Eusebius are these: “But these things 
“did not please all the bishops. For thereupon they exhorted 
“him to entertain contrary sentiments of peace and unity and 
_ “charity towards his neighbours. Their words are still extant 
“who severely censured Victor: amongst whom also Ireneus.” 
_ Here the Rector makes a dead stop in his quotation: for he 
_ would have defeated his own perverse purpose if he had gone 
further. I shall supply what he has so carefully suppressed. 
Ζ 
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“ Amongst whom also Irenzus, writing in the person of the 
“brethren over whom he presided in Gaul, maintains that the 
“mystery of the Lord’s resurrection ought to be celebratec 
“* only on the Lord’s Day: at the same time admonishing Victo 
“in a becoming manner above all things not to cut off whole 
“Churches of God, who observed the tradition of ancient 
“ custom.*” To quote this would have ruined the Rector’s 
contrivance. His object was to shew that St. Irenzeus as well a 
the Asiatic Bishops refused to submit to what he styles, “ 
“ impudent usurpation of a dominant authority” on the part o 
St. Victor ; so he stopped short at the bare name of St. Irena 
for had he continued, the reader would have found that St 
Trenzeus not only agreed with the Pope in his practice, bu 
clearly admitted his right to excommunicate other Churche 
since he was contented to admonish him in a becoming manné 
not to persevere in the severe exercise of authority which he 
threatened. It is clear then that no one denied his rightfu 
supremacy and authority, but St. Irenzeus respectfully remon 
strated; and the Asiatics, though they sharply reprehended hi ; 
for his severity, feeling themselves borne out by the sam 
observance of Easter of so many of their venerable predecessor: 
yet never questioned the Pope’s high jurisdiction. . This historica 
fact then after all establishes precisely our side of the question 
for it shews that the Pope threatened to exercise his power, an 
that his right to do so was never questioned, though the 1 impoli¢ ἰδ 
of his proceeding to severity was strongly deprecated. i 

The truth is, that Mr. Faber is sorely embarrassed to get rid 
of the strong evidence of the supremacy found in the early 
centuries. He is pledged to admit evidence at least from th 
first three centuries : the above is even from the second century, 


in the days of those who conversed with the immediate discip es. 
* Ἔν cis καὶ ὁ Εἰρηναῖος ex apenas ὧν ἡγεῖτο κατοὶ τὴν Τὸ 
ἀδελφῶν ¢ ἐπιςείλας; παρίσίαται μὲν τὸ δεῖν ἐν μόνῃ τὴ τῆς κυριακ 
ἡμερῷ τὸ τὴς» Τὰ Κυρίε ἀνας ἄσεως ἐπιτελεῖσθαι μυς ριον" τῶ Hi 
Βίκτορι προσηκόντως ὡς μὴ ἐποκόπῆοι ὅλας ἐκκλησίας Os adpyaty 7 
παράδοσιν ἐπιτηρέσας; πλεῖςα ἕτερα wapaived.—Eusepi Hist. Lib. ν 
Cap. 24. ia 
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of the Apostles ; and must therefore carry with it perfect convic- 
tion to every candid enquirer. The following is of the same 
kind, it is from the close of the second century, or the beginning 
of the third; and the Rector cannot help exclaiming : “ So early 
“ did this vain figment begin to blossom!” Yet he has not the 
justice to acknowledge that so early a blossom could only have 
been produced by a germ from the true apostolic tree. But here 
is the fact, upon which he ventures his second objection. 

_ He finds Tertullian resisting the Pope, and as Mr. Faber 
represents, plainly telling him that he is an usurper, and that St. 
Peter’s privileges were granted to that Apostle “ personally, and 
“ not to any line of his pretended successors in the primacy.” I 
‘reply that Tertullian’s language is here. quite misrepresented : 
ut that if it were otherwise, the argument would be of no value. 
It comes from Tertullian’s Treatise on Chastity: the object of 
which was to combat the practice of the Church in absolving 
_ penitents, who had fallen into grievous sins against chastity after 
‘Baptism. It wag written indeed by the same great Tertullian ; 
but miserably fallen from his former orthodoxy into the mon- 
strous errors of Montanism. In the words cited by Mr. Faber, 
the object was not directly to deny the supremacy of the Pope, 
but to insist on his not possessing the power to absolve from 
every sin. Tertullian, who in his better days dreaded nothing so 
much as this power of the Church, whose excommunication he 
deemed as an anticipation of future judgment,* in this Treatise 
affects to scoff at the edict of the Pope, and says to him: “ Who 
“ art thou, overturning and altering the manifest intention of the 
“ Lord conferring this on Peter personally. Upon thee, he says, 
“Twill build my Church ; and to thee will I give the keys: and 
“‘ whatsoever thou shalt bind or loose, not what they shall bind 
“or loose.’+ So that in fact, it is a misrepresentation to put 
‘forth the language of Tertullian in this place as a direct charge 


against the Pope’s supremacy: it only indirectly touches that 


! 


| * Nam et judicatur magno cum pondere, ut apud certos de Dei conspectu ; 
| summumque futuri judicii prajudicium est, si quis ita deliquerit, ut a com- 
‘“municatione orationis, et conventus, et omnis sancti commercii relegetur.— 
TERTULL. Apologet. Cap. xevia. 

+ Ibid. De Pudicitia. Cap. vai. 
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question so far as it denies his right to absolve from certain 
grievous sins. 
But I have intimated that “ even his words did distinetigt 
deny the Supremacy to the fullest extent that the Rector could 
wish, they would furnish no argument worth notice. ForI have 
shewn above that while Tertullian was a Catholic, he acknow- 
iedged and feared the power of binding, which could not have 
existed without the correlative power of loosing. And I have 
also, in the First Section of the present Chapter, given a quota- 
tion from Tertullian expressly saying, that the Lord left the keys 
of heaven to Peter and through him to the Church.* Which 
passage, by the way, Mr. Faber extracted, but he ventured not a 
syllable upon its pointed efficacy, for the obvious reason that it. 
sadly interfered with the imaginary difficulty which he projected 
for this portion of his work. The subsequent fall of Tertullian 
could no more destroy the weight of his former reasoning, than 
the fall of Solomon could destroy the force of his previous wis- 
dom. But it is another matter to quote Tertullian become a 
heretic, as a voucher for the Catholic doctrine of his time. This 
Mr. Faber ought not to have done in common honesty. He 
appears conscious of this; but seeks to justify himself, by alleging 
that Tertullian’s heresy was not respecting the question of the 
Pope’s supremacy. What kind of reasoning is this! Does 
he mean to say that Tertullian had always before his fall opposed 
the Supremacy! But I have produced undeniable evidence that 
he admitted it in its full power as derived from Christ to Peter 
and through him to his successors. The truth is, that Tertullian, | 
like too many of his unhappy followers in the wanderings of | 
error, was unwilling to submit to the authority which condemned 
his errors. He sneered at the edict of the Pope, which he had _ 
heard of as issued against his heretical opinions: “ I hear that_ 
“ an edict is set forth, and a peremptory one indeed: that is, the 
“ Great High Priest (Pontifex Maximus) the bishop of bishops — 
“ says, &c. .... But this is read in the Church, and pronounced — 
“in the Church.” Inall this, the spirit and language of a con- 
tumacious rebel are too apparent to leave the least doubt of the - 
* See above, page 137. + 'Tertuuu. De Pudicitia. Cap. 2. uf 
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writer’s sentiments: he did not deny that the authority was 
admitted by the Church, but he set it at defiance when it con- 
demned his own heretical opinions. : 

And this is the mighty passage which the Rector ventured to 
say, that no “ Romanist” would cite.* Certainly if our object 
were to enumerate examples of proud heretical opposition to 
authority previously acknowledged, we should cite this among a 
thousand other instances of history; but if the Rector would 
insinuate that we should shrink from producing the passage, 
because it testified against our doctrine, the above observations 


will shew the insinuation to be totally unfounded. Indeed the 
passage is eminently useful, so far from being hurtful to our 


cause; and I am nota little obliged to the Rector for bringing 
it under notice, though it is the. truth, that it was my intention 
to introduce it. Like the preceding passage about St. Victor, 
this also will witness against the very cause, which it is brought 
forth to serve. 

Mr. Faber “somewhat marvels” that the “ apparently 


© splendid titles of. Pontifex Maximus and Episcopus Episcopo- 
“rum, which Tertullian bestows upon the Roman Bishop,” 


have not been adduced “ as a clear proof of the early acknow- 
“ς ledged universal Supremacy of that prelate.” Let him then 


marvel no longer; for I adduce them as such. Tertullian 
sneered at them, but did not deny their belonging of right to the 
Pope: his very tone of irritation and sarcasm gives additional 
weight to his testimony. In the same Treatise, he testifies of 


the sovereign Pontiff, that he is proclaimed as the good pastor 
and dlessed pope.t These expressions testify to the distinguished 


‘Supremacy acknowledged in the Roman Bishop. Mr. Faber 
says that Pontifex Maximus was a title given to all bishops, but 
_as this rests on his assertion alone, I take leave to deny it. He 
also says that “ Episcopus Episcoporum was the accurate and 
“ fitting style of every Metropolitan :” but he does not say, and 


he knew that he could not prove one single instance of its being 


ἪΝ _* See Dif. of Romanism, 2nd Edition, page 67. 
+ Et tu quidem .... bonus pastor et benedictus Papa concionaris, et in 
parabola Ovis capras tuas queris.—TERTULL. De Pudicit. Cap. viiz. 
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applied to any but to the Pope. Therefore when Tertullian — 
to the Roman Bishop the unwilling homage of these titles, μθ΄ 
testifies at least that the Catholic Church thus honoured his | 
pre-eminent jurisdiction. But alas ! for the great Tertullian : 
once a holy Father and doctor of the Church, and afterwards a 
miserable heresiarch! We might content ourselves, when the Ὶ 
testimony of such a man in his latter writings is brought against 
us, with the cool reply of St. Jerome, when Helvidius referred _ 
Ἀ such authority: “ He calls Tertullian to bear witness : and 3 
“ of Tertullian indeed I say nothing more, than that he was ἃ 
“man out of the Church.”* But we cannot refrain from paying — 
the just tribute of St. Vincent of Lerins to his mighty genius : 
** Who was more learned than this man, who more versed in © 
“things divine or human? ...... Whose words are almost so 
“many sentences; whose sentences are so many victories. ᾿ 
“The Marcions, the Apelles, the Praxeas, the Hermogenes, the — 
“ Jews, the Gentiles, the Gnostics, and others know this, — 
“ whose blasphemies he overthrew with his many and great t 
“ volumes, as with so many thunder-bolts...... And yet even — 
“this man, after all these things—even this Tertullian was — 
“ little tenacious himself of the Catholic doctrine—that is, the — 
“ universal and ancient faith, and was much more eloquent to — 
“ write, than faithful to practise.”’+ ; 
The Rector’s next discovery, is the opposition to Pope St. — 
Stephen, by the holy martyr, St. Cyprian. The reader is doubt- — 
less aware that St. Cyprian had adopted an erroneous opinion — 
on the subject of Baptism. He insisted on re-baptizing those — 
who had been baptized by heretics, and refused to submit to the 
decree of the Pope St. Stephen, who condemned his opinion, — 
and decided that Baptism conferred by heretics was valid, and — 
should not be reiterated. Mr. Faber, with his usual manage- — 
ment, observes that the arrogant decree of the Pope “ made not — 
“ the slightest impression upon Cyprian.” That he summoned | 
a Council, which unceremoniously ratified his opinion, “ with a — 
“ severe allusion to the insolent, though utterly disallowed pre- _ 


* S. Hizron. Adv. Helvidium. 
+ S. Vincent. Lerin. Comment 1, 
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“tensions of Stephen.” And he quotes the following words of 
the Council : “ It remains for each of us to proclaim what we 
“think of this matter ; judging no one, nor removing any one 
“ from the right of communion, if he think otherwise. For no 
“one of us sets himself up as the Bishop of Bishops, or by 
“tyrannical terror, compels his colleagues to the necessity of 
“ submission : since every bishop has his own judgment, accor- 
“ ding to the licence of his liberty and power ; and can no more 
«ὁ he judged by another, than he can himself judge. But we all 
“ wait for the judgment of our Lord Jesus Christ, who one and 
“ alone has power to appoint us to govern his Church, and to 


_ “judge of our conduct.” 


This is Mr. Faber’s exhibition: but the faithful page of history 
will give another view of the matter. It must be carefully noted 
that St. Cyprian himself never considered the question as one of 
faith, but only of discipline, in which each Church might abide 
by its own practice. Thus in his Epistle to Jubaianus, he writes 
that every bishop may use his own judgment upon the matter, 
which this firm defender of unity would never have said of any 
question of faith.* St. Stephen had never declared it a question 
of faith ; but had simply written thus to St. Cyprian: “ If any 
* shall come to us from any heresy, let nothing new be introduced, 
* but abide by what has been delivered down by tradition.” Thus 
if in his own writings, or at the head of his Bishops in Council, 
St. Cyprian resisted the decision of the Pope, it is evident that 
he did so under a mistaken notion that the question was not of 
faith, and that consequently himself and all his bishops were still 
at liberty to follow their own judgment. It should be observed 
too, that however severely the words of the Council allude to the 
interference of St. Stephen, they do not after all deny his right, 
though they object to its exercise in a case in which they consi- 


dered themselves free to follow their own judgment. Had they 


thought the question one of faith, never would a Council of 
Bishops, especially one presided over by St. Cyprian, have 


* Hec tibi breviter pro nostra mediocritate rescripsimus, frater carissime, 

nemini preescribentes aut prajudicantes quo minus unusquisque episcoporum 

Fon putat faciat habens arbitrii sui liberam potestatem.—S. Cyprian. 
pist, lewiii. ad Jubaianum. 
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declared that each bishop might think and act as he pleased 
about the matter. 3 
But 1 have further to note, that whatever this Council thought 
or decreed, they all afterwards submitted to the Pope’s decision, 
which if Mr. Faber knew, he took care to conceal. This we learn 
from St. Jerom: “ At last those very bishops, who with him 
“ (St. Cyprian) had decreed that heretics should be re-baptized, 
“ having returned to the ancient custom, put forth a new 
“ decree.”* So that he must allow their former decree to be of 
no value, since it was recalled and annulled by the publication 
of one of an opposite character. | 
No objection can be validly made from the words of St. 
Cyprian, with which Mr. Faber notices the strict accordance of 
the above African Council, where the holy Father says: “ The 
“ Episcopacy is one, of which a part is held by each entire,” (in 
solidum.) ‘'There is one Episcopate, diffused by the concordant. 
“ number of many bishops.” From which Mr. Faber would 
prove that all bishops are equal: and yet he had just been 
talking of Metropolitans, and of St. Cyprian as Metropolitan of 
Carthage summoning and presiding over his African suffragan 
bishops. The reader will recollect too that in a note at page 
82, answered a few pages back, Mr. Faber had pronounced 
that Bishop of Bishops, “ Episcopus Episcoporum, was the’ 
“ accurate and fitting style of every Metropolitan:’’ yet here he 
approves of the African Council, which decides directly to the: 
contrary. Thus does he for ever commit himself: and thus: 
does he continually, by attempting to prove too much, succeed in: 
eventually proving nothing. St. Cyprian had just before these! 
words, clearly shewn the primacy of St. Peter: “ Upon that one 
“ς (Peter) he builds his Church, and to him he commends his’ 
“ sheep to be fed.” And he goes on to say, “ that although our 
“ Saviour gave to all his Apostles after his resurrection equal 
“ power as to the gifts and graces of their ministry, the for- 
“‘ siveness of sins and their other functions, nevertheless he 
“ disposed the origin of the same unity by his own authority 
“ beginning from one,” and he says expressly : “'The primacy is. 
* 5. Hieron. Adv. Luciferianos. are 
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“ given to Peter.” He says too, what puts an end most pointedly 
to a former attempt made by Mr. Faber to explain away those 
words of St. Cyprian, the chair of Peter, while it distinctly 
proves his acknowledgment of supremacy in the Roman See: 
“ He who denies and resists the Church, he who deserts the 
“ chair of Peter, upon whom the Church was founded, does 
“he hope that he is in the Church?’ Thus having settled 
the primacy of the chair of Peter, St. Cyprian enforces the 
necessity of unity by all bishops having equal authority in 
the discharge of their pastoral duties, and being bound to 
hold union and communion with each other. But does this 
militate in the slightest degree against the primacy, which he 
had just established? Certainly not: for just as he says the 
Episcopate is one, he says in the very next line, and in the 
same sense the Church is one, and as he declares the former 
to be diffused in all the bishops, so he says that the latter is 
“extended widely among the multitude by the increase of 
“ fecundity,” using the apt similitudes of the many branches of 
a tree supported by one root, and many streams flowing off from 
one spring. So that his meaning could not have been to exclude 
the primacy, but to establish it in the most explicit terms, 
_ while he inculcated unity among all the bishops in communion 
_ with their head. I have not thought it necessary to give specific 
_ references to the foregoing passages, because they all occur in 
_ the same short Book on the Unity of the Church only just before 
_ the passages objected by Mr. Faber, who must have known 
them, and ought to have acknowledged their import. 

_ Connected with this opposition of St. Cyprian is the like on 
__ the part of Firmilian of Cesarea, of which Mr. Faber makes a 
_ §reat parade, hoping thereby to justify his own Church and him- 
_ $self in their separation from the centre of Catholic unity. Fir- 
_ TMilian undoubtedly joined cause with St. Cyprian, and the 
African bishops, and wrote in terms of great vehemence, speaking 
of the holy Pope in very unbecoming language. But he acted 
under the erroneous idea that he was defending a right practice, 
and he feared that Stephen had actually decided against the 
whole of the Catholic Church. This false persuasion will go 

Aa 
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some way at least to excuse his great warmth and irreverent 
language. But what, I should be glad to know, what can Mr. 
Faber’s system gain in the smallest degree by the expressions of 
Firmilian? He knows and owns, as we do, that Firmilian 
was defending a wrong cause; and therefore the overcharged 
expressions of false zeal can avail nothing as evidence to the 
point in question between us, namely, the rickiddwiddoed Supre-_ 
macy of the Pope. And in fact, Firmilian does not once deny 
the pre-eminence of the Roman See, not even in the warmest 
of his expressions against St. Stephen. He says, indeed, that 
St. Stephen boasts of his episcopal see, and contends that he 
holds the succession from St. Peter, upon whom the foundations 
of the Church were placed,* and that he proclaims that he holds: 
by succession the Chair of Peter ;+ but he never says that the 
boasted claim is unfounded, which, in the temper in which he 
was at the time of writing, he would assuredly have done, had he 
so thought. So far, then, this very intemperate Epistle of 
Firmilian tacitly admits and witnesses for our side of the 
question ;and Mr. Faber has rather rendered us a service by 
quoting it. ᾿ 

It is most amusing to see how the poor Rector with absurdity 
thrice dyed lays hold of Firmilian as a splendid prop on which 
to rest the opposition of the reformed churches to the “ insolent 
“usurpation of the Roman Bishop.” Firmilian accused the 
Pope of schismatically separating himself from ecclesiastical 
unity, because he falsely imagined that his own cause was that. 
of every other Church; “ What strifes and dissentions,” he 
says, ‘* hast thou prepared throughout the churches of the whole 
“ world!” But when Mr. Faber for his small handful of Pro- 
testants struts up with his mighty protest: “ thus do we séill 
“ protest against the same offensive absurdity in the nineteenth 
“century,” he only reminds one of the Scotch juror, who coms 
plained of being shut up to consider a verdict with eleven obsti- 
nate men. ig 

* Qui sic de episcopatus sui loco gloriatur, et se successionem Petri tener 
contendit, super quem fundamenta Ecclesiz collocata sunt. 


+ Qui per successionem cathedram Petri habere se praedicat. —Epist. 
Firmitiani, inter Opera—S. Cypriani lazv. 
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But it is well worthy of remark, that notwithstanding the firm 
decision of St. Stephen, he never actually proceeded to excom- 
municate his opponents. ‘ Stephen,” says St. Augustin, 
“ thought of excommunicating them ; but being endued with the 


- © bowels of holy charity, he judged it better to abide in union. 


“ The peace of Christ overcame in their hearts.”* And St. 
Cyprian studiously preserved that unity which he had so stre- 


- nuously inculcated, never departing from the Pope’s communion 
_ during his warmest opposition. “ For,” says St. Augustin, “ it 
_ is no small proof of a most peaceful mind, to have deserved 
_ “martyrdom in that unity, from which though of a different 
_ © opinion he would not separate.’+ And the same holy Doctor 


says that God did not discover to St. Cyprian the validity of 
heretical Baptism, on this very account, that his humility and 
charity in keeping peace and communion in the Church, might 
be a wholesome example to his own and to all future times :} 
and, I may add, an everlasting reproach to those who glory in 
their separation from the centre of Catholic Unity, the chair of 
St. Peter at Rome. May the Rector of Long Newton humbly 
learn to profit by so salutary an example! 

Mr. Faber’s fifth objection is not in the least to the point. 
He finds in the Treatise on the Sacraments, generally attributed 
to St. Ambrose, the following words : “ In all things I wish to 
“follow the Roman Church. But yet we men have also our 
“own sense. Therefore, what is rightly observed elsewhere, we 
“also rightly maintain. We follow the Apostle Peter: we 
“adhere to his devotion. What does the Church of Rome 
“answer to this?” This refers to a particular ceremony of mere 
local observance ; and the Rector, with his usual unfairness, 
represents it as a general maxim for religious observances. It 
contains, in reality, a testimony of devoted submission to the 
Church of Rome ; and the Rector represents it as a proof. of 


ede * S. Aue. Lid v. De Bapt. Cap 21. 

gpLiD + S. Aue. Lid. ii. De Bapt. Cap. 5. 

_ ἢ Quod tanto viro propterea Dominus non aperuit; ut ejus pia et humi- 
tas et charitas in custodienda salubriter Ecclesiz pace patesceret, et non 

solum illius temporis Christianis, sed etiam posteris ad medicinalem, ut ita 

dicam, notitiam signaretur.—Ibid. Cap. 14. ᾿ 
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perfect independence. Why did he not candidly exhibit the 
context ? Such an exhibition would have at once unveiled his 
sophistry. ; 

When we examine the passage in the original, we find that 
St. Ambrose is speaking of a ceremony used in the Church of 
Milan, of washing the feet of the newly baptized, as they came 
forth from the sacred font. This was a mere local custom, and 
did not prevail at Rome. St. Ambrose considered it important ; 
he mentions being aware that the Roman Church did not 
observe it. But at the same time he distinctly says, that his 
Church carefully followed in all things the form and model of. 
that of Rome.* And he assigns two probable reasons why the’ 
custom did not prevail at Rome—one on account of the great 
number of baptized persons, which would render the ceremony 
extremely inconvenient ; the other, because some considered it: 
a ceremony no way connected with Baptism, nor of any mystical 
spiritual nature. When, therefore, in the subsequent words, so: 
eagerly caught up by the Rector, St. Ambrose asserts his right) 
to retain a custom which his Church considered significative and 
edifying, he at the same time pays a striking tribute to the 
Church of St. Peter, by calling upon her to answer why she) 
rejected a ceremony originally begun by St. Peter. But the) 
passage is as unlucky a selection for Mr. Faber, as some that’ 
have proceeded it in his work. For it rather proves our point, 
than witnesses against it. St. Ambrose carefully makes it ay 
boast of uniformly following the Roman Church. If then he) 
departs from his principle, in this instance, it is plainly because 
the question was not of any matter of faith, or of more essential) 
discipline, but of retaining or abandoning a ceremony purely’ 
local, and no where considered of strict obligation. 

Every honest controvertist must protest against Mr. Faber’! 
unfair dealing in this and so many similar instances. Why 


* Non ignoramus quod Ecclesia Romana hanc consuetudinem non habeat, — 


cujus aim in omnibus sequimur et formam, Hane tamen consuetudinem 
= 


non habet, ut pedes lavet. Vide ergo ne propter multitudinem declinavit 
Sunt tamen qui dicant et excusare conentur, quia hoc non in me i0- 
faciendum est, non in Baptismate, etc.—S. AMBrosi1 De Sacram 1b tii. 


Cup 1. 
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could he not tell his readers that this custom was often rejected, 
or very variously followed by different Churches, as appears from 
the words of St. Augustin given below ?* Did he not know 


Τ᾽ moreover that the venerable Spanish Council of Elvira, held long 


before the birth of St. Ambrose, had by a positive canon for- 
bidden this ceremony?+ Ought he to have suppressed this 
pointed evidence to the fact, that the rejection or retention of 
such a custom was a mere point of local discipline, which St. 
Ambrose could freely preserve without any disrespect to Rome ? 

But what must we come to next? If the last objection was 
uncandid and irrelevant, the one that follows is absolutely puerile 
and paltry. St. Augustin, upon the 10th and 11th verses of the 
44th Psalm: The daughters of kings have delighted thee in thy 
glory. The queen stood on thy right hand; writes in the follow- 
ing terms, as translated by Mr. Faber: ‘ Understand by the 
“ daughters of kings mentioned in the Psalm, those cities which 
“have believed in Christ and which have had kings for their 
“ founders Behold Rome, behold Carthage, behold other 
_ “and other cities. They are the daughters of kings; and they 


| “ have delighted their own king in his honour: but, from them 


| “all collectively, there is made up only one queen.” This Mr. 
| Faber claims as “ language clearly incompatible with the notion 
of a dominant papal supremacy which would exhibit the Roman 
᾿ς Church as the Mother and Mistress of all Churches.” 
_ Νὸ genius but Mr. Faber’s could ever have made so brilliant 
_ adiscovery. Any ordinary mind would have perceived, and any 
_ man of common candour would have acknowledged, that St. 
_ Augustin’s words imply nothing in the least adverse to the 
_ supremacy. He compares the whole Church of Christ to a 
_ Queen; he goes on to speak of her as the Spouse of Christ going 
_ forth to meet her Beloved, and seated in glory on his right hand. 
thet 2 ; 
_* Sed ne ad ipsum sacramentum Baptismi videretur pertinere (pedum 
Ὁ) multi hoc in consuetudinem recipere noluerunt. Nonnulli etiam de 
consuetudine auferre non dubitaverunt. Aliqui autem ut hoc et sacratiore 
ore commendarent, et a Baptismi sacramento distinguerent, vel diem 


rt octavarum .... vel et jam ipsum octavum, ut hoc facerent, elegerunt. 
S. Aueusrt. rg lv. ad Januar. Cap. 18. 


contieane μὰ : en lavandi sunt a sacerdotibus vel clericis. Canon. 45. 
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But he calls all the various Christian Churches daughters of | 
kings, Rome, Carthage, and all the others; very naturally adding - 
that of all these is constituted the one great Queen, the Catholic 
Church of Christ. Because he mentions Rome with Carthage - 
and the rest, the Rector would make him deny any pre-eminence 
to Rome. Suppose then I say that a queen is made up collec- 
tively of head, arms, legs, trunk, and the rest, do 1 therefore 
deny that the head is the principal part ruling and directing the - 
movements of the whole body? As little did St. Augustin. deni 
that Rome was the Mother and Mistress of all Churches. The 
Rector, according to his habit, did not tell his readers that the 
holy Doctor, just in that place where he puts a convenient dash, — 
had spoken thus of the pre-eminent glory of the Church of 
Rome: “ Let the temple of Romulus be shewn me at Rome held — 
“ς in as great honour as I there shew the memory (the shrine) of” : 
“ Peter. Who is honoured in Peter, but he who died for us ?”’* 
Which evinces unquestionably a peculiar honour and veneration” 
for the Church of Rome above that of Carthage, or any other, on 
account of its pre-eminence derived from the Prince of the} 
Apostles. 

But in truth the Rector was sorely perplexed to eke out ἃ 
respectable squad of objections, or he would never have pressed 
such as the preceding into his service. Nor would he have 
tried to patch up again in the next place the old affair of St. 
Gregory’s objecting to the title of Universal Bishop, which every” 
work of controversy has so thoroughly worn out, and which had_ 
been carefully and solidly explained in a work but lately directed 
against Mr. Faber.t John, patriarch of Constantinople, had_ 
assumed the title of Universal Bishop. Mr. Faber cites several 
passages where Pope Pelagius and his successor, St. Gregory” 
condemn the title, and the latter declares that none of his own 
predecessors ever consented to use it. He infers that these two 
Popes condemned the title as a claim of supremacy over the’ 


* Ostendatur mihi Rome in honore tanto templum Romuli, in quanto ‘bi Ε 
ostendo memoriam Petri. In Petro quis honoratur nisi ille "defunctus ei 
nobis.—S. Aue. In Psalm 44, Enarrat. ᾿Ξ 

+ See the difficulty fully resolved in my Reply to Faber’s Supplement ¢ to 
Difficulties of Romanism, page 347. . 
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‘whole Church, and that therefore no such supremacy was even 
claimed by the Pope. I have already shewn in the work referred 
to, that this is a false inference; because if Mr. Faber had honestly 
attended to the very words he quotes, he must have admitted 
that the sense in which St. Gregory condemned the title, was 


very different from that in which we attribute it to the Pope, 


ὙΠ as expressing his supremacy. St. Gregory complained that the 


Patriarch of Constantinople by styling himself Universal Bishop, 


claimed to be the only Bishop, even as far above all other Bishops, 
as Christ himself the supreme Head of the Church is above the 
prelates of his Church upon earth.* 


As Mr. Faber has chosen to take no notice of the foregoing 
explanation, but has repeated his objection with the same solemn 
effrontery, I shall direct him to other words of St. Gregory, 
which must stop his mouth by their pointed evidence of the 
Supremacy of his See. It is curious that the very documents 


- from which Mr. Faber takes his objections almost always afford 
full matter for their solution. The very Epistles which he cites 
from St. Gregory in the present instance afford clear evidence, 
- not only of the sense in which he condemned the title of Uni- 
_ versal Bishop, but of his firm assertion of the pre-eminence and 


supreme jurisdiction of his holy apostolic See. In the 32nd 


_ Epistle to the Emperor Maurice, St. Gregory lays down dis- 
_ tinctly the prerogatives of his See. “It is plain to all who are 
_ “acquainted with the gospel, that by the voice of the Lord the 
“care of the whole Church was committed to Peter, the holy 
_ “and chief Apostle of all the Apostles.... The care and prin- 
_ “cipality over the whole Church is committed to him, and yet he 
“is not called Universal Apostle; and the most holy man, my 


“ fellow priest, John, (here only Mr. Faber’s quotation begins,) 
“attempts to be called Universal Bishop.” This alone would 


_* Despectis fratribus, episcopus appetis solus vocari. Epist. 38. Lib. iv. 
Τὰ quid Christo, Universalis scilicet Ecclesiz capiti in extremi judicii es 
dict rus examine, qui cuncta ejus membra tibimet conaris Universalis 
Ppeilatione supponere ? 

+ Cunctis enim evangelium scientibus liquet : quod voce Dominica sancto 
et omnium apostolorum Petro principi apostolo totius Ecclesia cura com- 
missa est .... Cura ei totius Ecclesie et principatus committitur : et tamen 
universalis apostolus non vocatur: et vir sanctissimus consacerdos meus 
Joannes vocari universalis episcopus conatur.—Epist. aawaii. Lib, 4. 
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suffice to explain the whole matter. The holy Pope plainly 
asserts his own Supremacy as successor of St. Peter. It is 
equally clear that in rejecting the title of Universal Bishop, he 
could not have objected to it as merely expressing the Supremacy 
of honour and jurisdiction of the See of Rome, which he had 
just proved. He must, therefore, have condemned it as a title 
profanely claiming that sole excluding Supremacy which would 
take away the essential rights of all other bishops, and which 
belongs peculiarly to the great Head of the Church, Christ Jesus, 
This is further apparent from his observing that the title thus 
assumed would involve the whole Church in heresy, if it so 
happened that the Bishop of Constantinople proved a heretic, 
like Nestorius and Macedonius. Thus he manifestly understood 
that John claimed by that title to concentrate in himself the 
the whole character, honour, and privileges of all other bishops, 
and of the whole Church; and thus he might well exclaim: 
“ Far from the hearts of Christians be this name of blasphemy, 
¥ by which the honour of all priests is taken from them when ᾿ 
“is madly arrogated by one to himself.* 

The above is of itself sufficient to settle the sense in which 
St. Gregory condemned the novel and profane assumption of 
the Bishop of Constantinople. But to shew how Mr. Faber has 
yet again quoted to the destruction of his own system on the 
Supremacy, I request the reader to notice the following remark- 
able evidences of the supremacy of the Roman Pontiff afforded 
in these very Epistles of St. Gregory the Great. In the 34th 
he beseeches the Empress Constantia to check the arrogant 
assumption of the patriarch John, and this he does in the name 
of St. Peter, as bemg his legitimate successor. These are his 
humble and affecting words: “ In this cause let not your piety 
“ despise me: for though the sins of Gregory are so great, that 


* Certe multos Constantinopolitane Ecclesie in hereseos voraginem 
incidisse novimus sacerdotes, et non solum hereticos, sed etiam heresiarch 
factos. Inde quippe Nestorius .... Inde Macedonius .... Si igitur ill 
nomen in ea ecclesia sibi quisque “arripuit : guod apud bonorum omnium 
judicium fuit : universa ergo Ecclesia, quod absit, a statu suo corruit, quando 
is qui appellatur universalis cadit. Sed absit a cordibus Christianorum 
nomen istud blasphemiz, in quo omnium sacerdotum honor adimitur: dum 
ab uno sibi dementur arrogatur.—Epist. Δ 1], 
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“ he ought to suffer such things, yet the Apostle Peter has no 
“ sins, to deserve to suffer these things in your times.”* More- 
over as Mr. Faber has quoted the Epistle of St. Gregory’s pre- 


-decessor, Pope Pelagius II. condemning the same title assumed 


by John of Constantinople, this also makes against his own 
argument. For St. Gregory tells us expressly that Pelagius 
exercised promptly the supreme jurisdiction of his holy See by 


condemning and declaring null and void the acts of the Synod, in 


which John had signed himself Universal Bishop: and by for- 


bidding his archdeacon to communicate with the arrogant bishop. — 


And the words of the holy Pope at one blow demolish all Mr. 


’ Faber’s favourite speculations about the supremacy of St. Peter, 


the propriety of Rome being styled pre-eminently the “ Apostolic 
* See,” and the universal jurisdiction of that See.{ Thus then 
Pelagius and St. Gregory, so far from disclaiming their own 
supremacy, both asserted and acted upon it: and Mr, Faber, so 
far from proving his point by referring to their proceedings, has 


directly proved the contrary which we hold against him. 


Having so far endeavoured to combat the Supremacy, by 


objections from Scripture and the Fathers, Mr. Faber finally 
attacks it by appeals to the decrees of general Councils. The 


language of St. Gregory, in his censure of John of Constanti- 


_nople, serves him for an introduction. He pretends that one 


prominent ground of that censure was that by claiming to be 


Universal Bishop, John would encroach upon the “ mutually 


“ independent jurisdiction of the coequal Patriarchs.” This is a 
contemptible misrepresentation of the holy Pontiff’s language ; 


_ for he never once intimated an equality among the patriarchs ; 
he only reproved John for assuming a vain and blasphemous 


title, which would deprive all the patriarchs of all honour and: 


_* Hac in causa nequaquam me pietas vestra despiciat : et si peccata Gre- 


τ gorii tanta sunt ut pati talia debeat, Petri tamen apostoli peccata nulla sunt, 
_ ‘Wt vestris temporibus pati ista mereatur.—LKpist. wvviv. Lib. 4. 


_ + Quod mox idem decessor meus ut agnovit: directis litteris er auctori- 
tate suncti Petri Apostoli ejusdem synodi acta cassavit. .... Diaconum vero 
---. cum preefato consacerdote nostro missarum solemnia celebrare prohi- 
It.—Epist. vewvi, Lib. 4. ; 
«ἢ Quamvis cuncta acta illius synodi sede contradicente apostolica soluta 
sint.——Epist, wraiv. Lib. 4. 
Bb 
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authority, by centering it all in himself. But at the same time, - 
in an Epistle to the patriarchs of Alexandria and Antioch, St. 
Gregory authoritatively commands them, as their legitimate | 
superior, not to countenance in any manner the assumption of 
John of Constantinople. “ Stand strong: stand secure : and 
“never presume to send or receive letters with the false name 
“ of Universal. Prohibit all bishops subject to your care from 
“the defilement of this haughty assumption.”* If all the 
patriarchs were coequal, Rome as well as the rest, how came St. 
Gregory to dictate thus peremptorily to the other patriarchs di 
and how could his predecessor Pelagius presume, unceremoni- -: 
ously, to annul the acts of the Council held by John of Con- 
stantinople, in which he first assumed the title of Universal 
Bishop ? In defiance of these glaring facts, Mr. Faber madly 
talks of noticing the decisions of general Councils on the 
Supremacy, “ under the happy auspices of Pope Pelagius and 
“ Pope Gregory,” styling them withal, ‘“ two respectable. 
“ pontiffs |” Be 

~ The charge which he affects to'bring against us from the 
Councils, is that they give to the Pope nothing more than a 
barren precedence of honour, and this simply because Rome was. 
the capital of the empire. Follow him out in his argument, aad’ 
it will be amusing to see how he will make his own noose, and’ 
fit it to his neck, as he has so often done before. He goes on 
to quote a canon from Nice, a canon from Constantinople, one 
from Ephesus. and the celebrated old hack quotation from. 
Chalcedon ; and when the:reader involuntarily exclaims Quorsum 
hec ? “Whereunto do these citations tend?’ he finds the. 
Rector exulting in his discovery, that “ whatever of patriarchal 
“ὁ prerogative or of honorific precedency was enjoyed by the. 
“ Bishop of Rome, he received it, not ΒῸΝ any divine right, but 
“ simply from the grants of mere men.” Here then I turn him) 
off, to swing upn the full benefit of his own rope. For if by his’ 
own shewing, these Councils merely conferred on the Bishop of | 


* State fortes: state securi: scripta cum universalis nominis falsitate 
nec recipere presumatis. Omnes episcopos cure vestre subjectos ab hujus | 
elationis inquinatione prohibete.—Epist. 5, Greg. Magni, wvavi. Lib. 4. 
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/Rome a patriarchal prerogative, then is it plain that they left 
untouched and apart his spiritual Supremacy by divine right. 
Mr. Faber has thus adduced these Councils to no purpose in the 
present question. We readily admit that the Pope’s patriarchate 
as such, had its limits in the West, and that these limits were 
matters of ecclesiastical decision. But Mr. Faber has still to 
_ prove his side of the real question, that the Pope’s spiritual 
- jurisdiction, as supreme Head of the Church, extended no far- 
_ ther than his patriarchate. And I must remind him that if the 
_ Pope had never been either a patriarch or a metropolitan, he 
_ would still have had the supremacy, even as his predecessor St. 
Peter had it before he became Bishop of any particular See. 
_ While Mr. Faber will vainly search for proof for his side of the 
_ real question, I have already produced in the preceding passages 
_ abundant proofs both of the claim and exercise of this supremacy 
on the part of the Roman Pontiffs, and even of those whom 
he has chosen as his tutelary guides, Pelagius 11. and St. 
Gregory. Let me however briefly review his quotations. 

The first is the sixth Canon of the First Council of Nice in 
325, of which Mr. Faber gives the following translation from the 
ΠΟ Greek: “ Let those ancient customs be confirmed, which have 
_ “prevailed in Egypt and Lybia and Pentapolis: that the bishop 
_ in Alexandria shall possess jurisdiction over all those districts ; 
_ “since this same privilege is customary also to the bishop in 
_ © Rome, &c. Now the question is, did this Canon, or did it not 
_ confirm the supremacy of the Roman Pontiff? If it did not at 
all touch the question of supremacy, but only determined the 
jurisdiction of other patriarchs in the manner of the Pope’s par- 
ticular jurisdiction as patriarch of the West, which is the opinion 
of ‘Fleury ;* then it is of no avail to the Rector’s cause, as no 


_ * Tine faut pas croire qu’ils aient commencé (ces droits) seulement du 
tems des monumens qui nous en restent. Rufin, qui vivoit dans le méme 
siecle du concile de Nicée, explique le pouvoir qui est attribué au pape dans 
ee canon, en disant qu’il avoit le soin des eglises suburbicaires ; ce qui sig- 
nifie quelques étendues de provinces soumises ἃ Rome d’une manié¢re parti- 
ι €: Mais quoi que signifie ce mot obscur, il ne regarde l’evéque de Rome 
Prehe Ge patriarche en occident, sans préjudice de la qualité de chef de 


lise Universelle, si bien etablie dans les siécles précédens.—FLEURY 
Hist. Eccles, Liv. ai, No. 20. — : 


Bb2 
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way referring to the question. But it probably did confirm the 
supremacy ; for though the Greek contains only what Mr. Faber — 
has cited, it 15 ἃ remarkable fact that at the subsequent Council - 
of Chalcedon in 451, the Pope’s legate Paschasinus, bishop of 
Lilybeum, when he rose to enter his protest in the name of the 
holy See of Rome against the uncanonical act of the preced 
day on the part of some of the Council, which we: shall 
discuss more explicitly, quoted this very Canon of Nice, 


ning with the words: “ The Roman Church always had the 
“ macy, but nevertheless let the ancient custom be confir 


“ &c.” This he read as the acknowledged text of the Canon; 
and as no one in the Council made the least objection, it is 
lawful to consider the initial clause as genuine. Mr. Faber 
foul of the venerable Bellarmin for understanding the claus 
ἐπειδὴ καὶ τῷ ἐν τὴ POun ἐπισκύπῳ τοῦτο συνηθές ἐστι" to mean, that 
the Bishop of Rome was accustomed to permit the See of Alex- 
andria to hold patriarchal jurisdiction over Egypt, Libya, am 
Pentapolis. But he suppresses what this illustrious controverti 
mentions, that centuries before his day, the same explanation 
had been given as genuine by Pope Nicholas I. in an epistle to” 
the Emperor Michael in 865, so that Bellarmin had more 
grounds for his exposition than the’ Rector chose to exhibit. 
He also suppresses the Cardinal’s reason for such explana-_ 
tion; namely, that otherwise there would be no meaning in the 
wording of the Canon: for though the clause in Bellarmin’s. 
sense accounts for the continuance of the ancient custom in” 
Egypt, Lybia, and Pentapolis, that the Bishop of Alexandria” 
should govern them by the Pope’s permission, it would be πο 
argument to say that it should be so, because the Roman Pontiff” 
held jurisdiction over the West. For why by parity should not” 
Alexandria in such case rule over the whole of Africa? And t the 
Cardinal further observes, that the Council says nothing about! 
West or East, or South, but merely says: because this is also ᾽ 
customary in the Roman Bishop. ¥ 

I shall not be detained by Mr. Faber’s very superdala 
citations from the First Council of Constantinople in 381, and” 
the Council of Ephesus in 431 ; because they merely relat to 


. 
: 
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the precedency of Constantinople next after Rome, and to the 
preservation of the rights of the various metropolitan Churches. 
The well known uncanonical Canon of some part of the 
Council of Chalcedon in 451, was sure to be laid hold of by the 
Rector, as it has been by all his controversial forefathers. But 
the reader shall soon see how little to his own credit, or the 
advancement of his cause. His avowed object in citing this 
28th Canon of Chalcedon, was to prove that the prerogative of 
Supremacy in the See of Rome, was merely granted on account 


_ of its pre-eminence as the capital of the empire : and that, upon 
_ a like principle, when Constantinople became important as the 


seat of empire, it was made equal in ecclesiastical prerogatives to 
Rome. | 

The Canon in question runs thus, and Mr. Faber has no 
doubt that it establishes his point. To obviate cavil, I take his 
own translation. ‘ Following in all things the decrees of the 
“ holy Fathers, and recognising the lately read Canon of the one 
ἐς hundred and fifty most pious bishops, we also define and 
“ decree the same matters respecting the privileges of the most 
“holy Church of Constantinople, which is new Rome. For to 
“the throne of old Rome, on account of that city being the 
“ imperial city, the Fathers rightly granted privileges: and the 
“hundred and fifty most pious bishops, moved by the same 
“purpose, granted equal privileges to the most holy throne of 
“new Rome ; rightly judging that the city, honoured with the 
“imperial sovereignty and senate, and enjoying equal secular 


_ “ privileges with the older imperial Rome, should be magnified 


* also like it in ecclesiastical matters, being in rank the second 


_ “city after it.” If this Canon was of equal authority with 
_ the other Canons of this general Council, which I shall soon 
_ shew to be by no means the case, it would even then only 
_ confer upon Constantinople a patriarchal dignity, without at all 
_ touching the question of the primacy enjoyed by the Pope 
_ by divine right. This indeed was all that the framers of 
_ the Canon appear to have contemplated. There were at the 
_ time only three ‘patriarchal Sees—Rome, Alexandria, and 


Antioch. Each patriarch enjoyed particular rights over the 
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Churches dependent upon his patriarchate, and especially thai 
of concurring in the ordination of metropolitans. On this 
ground the patriarch of Alexandria, and the bishops of Egy 
had in the preceding century refused to recognise St. Grego: ᾿ 
Nazianzen as lawful bishop of Constantinople, because his : ἰ 
election had been without the concurrence of the patriarch ¢ 
Alexandria, who maintained that Constantinople was only 
metropolitan see dependent upon his patriarchate. And thus 
the very next words of this Canon, which Mr. Faber pruden > : 
passes by, sufficiently shew to what these new boasted concessions — 
to Constantinople really amounted. The bishop was to haye 
patriarchal jurisdiction over the metropolitans of Pontus, 
and Thrace. “That the metropolitans only of the Pontic, / 
“and Thracian dioceses be ordained by the most holy throwiall if 
“ Constantinople, but also the bishops of the said dioceses 
“which lie among the Barbarians; the metropolitans of the 
“said dioceses, with the bishops of their provinces ordaini in ᾿ 
“bishops subject to them, as it is ordered by the divine Canons, 
“But that, as already said, the metropolitans of the befor 0 
‘named dioceses be ordained by the archbishop of Constant 
“ nople, the decrees of election having been first made acco tin | 
“to custom and reported to him.” If Mr. Faber had honesth εἰ 
quoted this remaining part of the Canon, the reader would ἢ ve 4 
_ geen exactly what were the privileges which it intended 
confer on the See of Constantinople ; that they were merel y 
patriarchal privileges ; and that the ground of comparison between 
old and new Rome, was only the dignity and rights of a patti- 
archate, which are certainly regulated by Fathers and Councils d 

The Church of Rome possesses a more august pre-eminel ree 
than that of the Western Patriarchate, namely the primacy, ἢ by 
divine right. The Council says nothing of this, because it 
contemplated no innovation injurious to the Serre | 
merely proposed to confer upon Constantinople such privilege 
as Rome had received from Fathers and Councils; and of these 
the Supremacy is totally independent. Thus Pope Nic 7 5 
distinguishes: “ These privileges were given to this holy Chu 
(of Rome) by Christ; by Councils they haye not been 
“but celebrated and honased: Bi: 

* Epistle to the Emperor Michael. 


‘ 
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But after all, this Canon is without the least authority, and 
forms no part of the legitimate decrees of the Council of 
Chalcedon. It was not the act of the ecumenical Council, but 
made after the Pope’s legates had quitted the Church of St. 


_Euphemia, and subscribed by only 200 bishops, a slender 
- minority of the 600 or 630 who were assembled at Chalcedon ; 


it was made in the absence of Thalassius, the exarch of Ceesarea, 


-and when the metropolitan see of Ephesus was vacant, and the 
next day it was solemnly protested against by the Pope’s legates 
in the name of the Holy See of Rome, as a clandestine act, of no 
validity. The Pope St. Leo vigorously condemned it, writing to 
Anatolius of Constantinople, “that the Council was called 
“together to vindicate the faith, and to put an end to the 


“ perfidy of the Eutychians, not to serve the ambition of the 


-“ Bishop of Constantinople.” And he wrote as follows to the 
‘Emperor Marcian: “The Nicene Canons, by which the privi- 


“ leges of Churches are fixed, cannot be abrogated by any 
* wickedness, or violated by any novelty. In the faithful 
“¢ discharge of which work, by the help of Christ, it is necessary 
“ for me to exhibit persevering efforts: because the dispensation 
“is committed to me.” Moreover St. Proterius, Patriarch of 


Alexandria, and all the Bishops of Egypt strenuously opposed 
the innovation. So that even as conferring a patriarchal dignity 


upon Constantinople, this Canon was from the beginning 


irregular, clandestine, and invalid. 


But for the purpose of which our Rector has so dishonourably 


cited it, it is even more glaringly unavailing. For it had no 


relation whatever to the Pope’s supremacy ; and St. Leo himself, 
‘though he vehemently protested against it, as attempting to 
‘make Constantinople a patriarchate, never once intimated that 
it would derogate from his own primacy as the successor of St. 
‘Peter, though he did complain of its infringing the rights of the 
patriarchs of Antioch and Alexandria. Even in the Synodal 
Epistle of the Council of Chalcedon to St. Leo, they solicit his 
‘consent and confirmation of their decree; what is this but a 


Ι 


‘plain confession of his supremacy? They had _ previously 


acknowledged in him a superiority above what anv human 
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distinction could give, inasniuch as they exclaimed during the — 
Council, when the Pope’s Letter to St. Flavian was read: — 
“ Peter hath spoken by Leo!” And in their Synodal Epistle Ἶ 
they remind St. Leo that he had presided over them as the head — 
over the members, they style him the Archbishop of all the — 
Churches, and St. Gregory the Great informs us that this same — 
Council offered him the title of Universal Bishop. Their sentence — 
against Dioscorus was given in the name of the Pope, together — 
with that of St. Peter whom he represented: “The most holy 
* and most blessed Leo, Archbishop of the great and ancient — 
“ Rome, together with the most blessed Apostle Peter, who is — 
“the rock and foundation stone of the Catholic Church, and 
“the firmament of right faith, hath deprived Dioscorus of the — 
*¢ episcopal dignity.’”* | 

Enough then I trust has been adduced to destroy the paltry — 
attempt of Mr. Faber to make the Council of Chalcedon — 
available to his cause. His proposition runs thus: “The simple — 
“ truth of the matter was, that the spiritual territorial arrange- 
“ ment of the Church was, for the sake of convenience, made to — 
“correspond with the secular territorial arrangement of the _ 
“ς Empire :” by which he means, that the Pope received certain 
privileges only because he was Bishop of the capital city of the © 
empire. To prove his point, he has brought some true and some ~ 
illegitimate acts of Councils, which at the utmost only confirm — 
the Pope’s patriarchal dignity, which is distinct from the 
supremacy; while I have furnished throughout these pages 
copious proofs of this Supremacy from Scripture and Tradition, 
from the early acts of jurisdiction on the part of various pontiffs, 
and even from the very words of the Council of Chalcedon 
itself, after the passing of the Canon, which he quotes with sO 
much vain exultation. 

But the Rector is laid even more helplelssly prostrate ἥν. 
genuine ecclesiastical monuments, which attest that the dignities 
and privileges of Rome, like those of Alexandria and Antioch, 
were not a consequence of “ secular territorial arrangement,” or — 


* Concil. Chalced. Actio 3—Vide Summam Conciliorum a Carranza, 
p. 109. 
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civic distinction, but, of its first foundation 85. ἃ bishopric by St. 
Peter himself, as he, also founded the other two 5668, either 
personally, or _ through his disciple St.. Mark. Thus Euse- 
bius says: ‘When I consider the power of the Word, that 
“by the uneducated disciples of . Jesus. ... Churches) were 
“ established, not in some obscure places, but in the most 
- i}]ustrious cities: for instance, in the city of Rome, the. Queen’ 
“of other cities,.in those of Alexandria and Antioch; 1 am 
compelled to confess, that so daring an enterprise could: not 
“have succeeded, except by a certain divine power far surpassing 
“any human power;’’* and again: “The most merciful Provi- 
-€dence of God conducts to Rome the strongest and greatest 
“ among the Apostles, Peter.” + Moreover, it is well known that 
the Popes. exercised supreme jurisdiction over Constantinople 
after this famous Canon of Chalcedon, exactly as they had done 
before... St.. Chrysostom, appealed to Pope Innocent J. and 
requested the, interposition of his) authority against: Theophilus 
of Alexandria. .“Ibeseech. thee to. write that these things done 
“so iniquitously have no force: but let those who have been 
“convicted of acting thus wickedly be subjected to the penalty 
“ of the ecclesiastical laws.” And St. Gregory the Great.asserts 
᾿ς his own Supremacy oyer Constantinople thus, in his Epistle to 
- John of Syracuse: “As to the Church of Constantinople, which 
“ they. mention, who is',there that, doubts of its being subject | 
“to the apostolic See?» which also the most pious Lord 
“and Emperor, .and.our brother Eusebius, Bishop of the same 
“city assiduously profess.’’{..Now, who but Mr. Faber would 
have had the folly or the assurance to bring forth with such 
parade a Canon, which was at first: illegally made, was imme- 
diately after condemned, was not acted upon as. an authority 
even by the Bishop of ‘Constantinople ; and which, after all, had 
no reference whatever to the Supremacy against which it has 
been thus ridiculously exhibited ? | 7 

Ἢ ᾿κ Evuses. Prep. Evang. Lib. ii. + Hist. Eccles. Lid. ii. e. 14. 

X sy eee de Constantinopolitana Keclesia, quod dicunt, quis eam dubitet 
sedi Apostolics esse subjectam? Quod et Dominus piissimus imperator et 


frater noster Eusebius ejusdem civitatis episcopus assidué profitentur.— 
S. Gree. Maen. Epist. viii. ad Joan. Syracus. Epise: 


cc 
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But this gentleman is not scrupulous, when he hopes to pass off 
any thing to the discredit of our Holy Church. He has a para- 
graph to prove that the General Council of Chalcedon recognised 
the Emperor’s right to erect metropolitan Sees; so that “those 
“ privileges of a patriarch or metropolitan, by which he exercises 
“a geographically defined territorial authority over suffragan 
“ diocesan bishops, might be conferred, .... even by the direct 
“‘ mandate of a laic Emperor.” ‘This is a misrepresentation so 
gross, that any one who will examine the very Canon to which 
he refers, will find it difficult to refrain from accusing Mr. Faber 
of a deliberate falsehood. The Canon says: “ Let those cities 
“which have already been honoured by royal letters, with the 
“name of metropolitan, enjoy the honour only, the real rights 
“ being reserved to the true metropolitan.” 'The plain fact was, 
that the Council permitted those metropolitans, who had become 
such by being bishops of cities raised to metropolitan dignity by 
the Emperors, to retain their title of honour, but not to possess 
any metropolitan jurisdiction. There had been some such cases 
brought before the Council, as that of Eustathius of Berytus, 
who had invaded the jurisdiction of Photius metropolitan of 
Tyre; and the case of Anastasius of Nice, who was accused of 
the like encroachment by the metropolitan, Kunomius of Nico- 
media. Mr. Faber knows, or ought to know, that in both these 
cases, the magistrates in the Council declared that the laws of 
the Emperors referred only to the civic honours of towns, and 
that the Emperor Marcian would not have these matters of 
episcopal jurisdiction regulated according to Imperial Letters, 
or Pragmatical Types, but according to the Canons; whereupon 
the Fathers exclaimed: “ The Pragmatical Types shall have no 
‘“‘ force; the Canons must prevail ; let the Canons be observed.”* 
In consequence of these appeals, the Sixth Canon cited by Mr. 
Faber was constructed ; and while it condemned the objection- 
able practice, it allowed those who had thus assumed the title of 
metropolitans to enjoy the bare title, μόνης τὴς τιμῆς, and it 
granted even a similar honour to the Bishop of Chalcedon ; but 


* Concil. Chalced. Actio iv. et viii. 
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at the same time expressly reserved the metropolitan rights of 
Nicomedia.* I must say that the man who can upon this affirm 
that the Emperor had rightfully granted metropolitan jurisdic- 
tion, approaches very near to the character of a wilful perverter of 
historical facts and language. And I need make one only 
additional remark; that even if the bishops who had 
assumed to be metropolitans, had been allowed by the Council 
full honour and jurisdiction, they would have enjoyed it 
rightfully only as granted by the Council, and not in virtue 
of any Imperial Letters. The Council might have judged 
proper to follow the Imperial distinction of cities ; but even so, 


the Council never admitted any right in the Emperor to deter- 


mine such important questions of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. But 
after all, the Canon plainly tells us, to the confusion of Mr. 
Faber, that all that the Fathers of the Council allowed, was that 
these upstart metropolitans should enjoy their bare titles, without 
jurisdiction, μόνης ὠπολαυέτωσαν Tis τιμῆς. 

Mr. Faber, like so many of our adversaries, will not keep 
to the necessary distinctions in speaking of the Pope. ‘The 
supreme pontiff has three several characters: he is Bishop of 
Rome, he is Patriarch of the West, and supreme Pastor of the 


whole Church of Christ. Separate duties and privileges belong 


to him in each of these characters, and whoever values contro- 
versial accuracy and fidelity should keep them always carefully 
distinct. Here he quotes Peter de Marca to prove that the 
pope’s confirmation was not necessary to the canonical institu- 
tion of each patriarch. To which I reply, that the opinion of a 
time-serving and ambitious prelate like Peter de Marca, who 
could at one time write vehemently in defence of Gallican 
Principles, and at another dictate a book on the Infallibility of 
the Pope in hopes of a cardinal’s hat, will weigh very little on 
this subject with any consistent controvertist; and since the 


preceding pages have furnished copious proofs of the exercise of 


supreme jurisdiction over the whole Church by the Popes, and 
many historical facts establish such jurisdiction, it is idle to 
attempt to set it aside by the words of a modern vacillating 
* Concil. Chalced. Actio vi. 
cc2 
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prelate. Certainly the patriarchs enjoyed their own great and 
exclusive privileges; and the Pope, when acting as Western 
Patriarch and Primate of Italy, would carefully respect the 
rights and prerogatives of other patriarchs and metropolitans. 
But his jurisdiction over them as supreme Head of the Church 
was never questioned. St. Leo confirmed Maximus Patriarch 
of Antioch, and Anatolius of Constantinople. On the other 
hand, Flavian never could obtain the patriarchal see of Antioch, 
until the Pope after along time consented, as is recorded by 
Theodoret.. Mr. Faber admits that St. Leo did confirm Ana- 
tolius, but pretends that he did so merely to preserve the 
integrity of communion; but he well knows that if that holy 
Pope had refused to confirm Anatolius, the Church would never 
have recognised him. In the same manner, he attempts to 
underrate the importance of the Pope’s confirmation of Flavian,. 
Patriarch of Antioch. The refusal of three ‘Popes to confirm 
him he represents to have been no impediment to his patri- 
archate ; but ‘will he tell us then why the Emperor’ Theodosius, 
in his anxiety to establish Flavian in his see, ordered him to go 
and plead his cause at Rome? Will heinform us why Theophilus, 
the Patriarch of Alexandria, sent legates to Rome ‘to intercede 
for Flavian?* ‘Will he account for a similar anxiety on the part 
of St. Chrysostom, who undertook’a similar intercession with the 
holy See? And will he satisfy us why he omitted the impor- 
tant fact that Flavian never was in ‘peaceful possession of his 
patriarchate, till at last the Pope consented to his elevation, and 
agreed to receive his legates.{ Surely all these facts prove that. 
the consent and confirmation of the holy See for every patriarch 
was of far greater importance than a mere‘act of communion. I 
might add that Pope Nicholas I. in his letter to the Emperor 
Michael enumerates eight ‘patriarchs of Constantinople deposed! 
by the Roman Pontiff, in the place οἵ one of whom Pope 
‘Agapitus ordained with his own hands, Menas Patriarch οὗ 
‘Constantinople.|| Where acts like these of the highest jurisdic-: 


* Socrates, Cap. 15 + Sozomen, Lid. viii. Cap. 3. 
{ Tueoporer. Hist. Hecles. Lib. v. Cap. 23. 
|| Liperatus. Brev. Cap. 21, et ZONARAS in vita Justiniant, 
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tion over patriarchs, were exercised, who would madly pretend 
that Rome had no superiority ? 
- That the Popes sent letters to the Patriarchs and Bishops, 
announcing their ordination and declaring their faith, does not 
in the least derogate from their universal Supremacy of juris- 
diction, as well as honour. It was proper that the other patri- 
archs should know who was elected the supreme Pontiff; should 
be satisfied of his orthodoxy, and of his election having been 
regularly made, before they signified their approval of him and 
communion with him. This, and no more, St. Cyprian declared 
of the election of St. Cornelius ; the confirmation of the African 
bishops was no act of jurisdiction on their part, but merely an 
act of assent to his election as canonical. St. Cyprian is par- 
ticular in ‘stating that the election of the Pope had been made 
by the concurrent suffrages of the Roman clergy, and in due 
form, because it had been almost impossible for any election to 
take place, on account of the violent persecution of Decius, 
through which the See of Rome had been vacant above sixteen 
months, from ‘the martyrdom of St. Fabian in 250. Conse- 
quently the regular election of St. Cornelius as his: successor, 
was an event which caused unbounded joy in the whole Church, 
and St. Cyprian exultingly proclaims that he has been canoni- 
cally elected, and confirmed by the concurrent approbation of 
all others as well as himself. Mr. Faber, I presume, would 
‘gather from this, that the Pope required the confirmation of the 
archbishop of Carthage before his election could be valid. The 
words of St. Cyprian warrant no such inference. Nay, the 
Saint intimates just the contrary, plainly stating in another of 
his Epistles, that it would have been quite sufficient for St. 
Cornelius to have merely announced his own election : “ We 
“ did not seek any new thing, forgetful of the ancient custom, 
“for it was enough for you to have announced by letter that 
“you were made bishop.”* But it is superfluous to dwell on 


* Quod autem scripta collegarum nostrorum qui illic ordinationi tue 
erant desideravimus, non veteris moris obliti, novum aliquid quereba- 
mus, nam satis erat ut tute episcopum factum litteris nuntiares, nisi esset ex 
Iverso discrepans factio, que criminosis et calumniosis commentis suis 
-collegarum pariter ac fratrum plurimorum turbaret mentes et corda confun- 
deret. 8. Cyp. Epist. xiii. ad Cornelium. 
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the testimony of St. Cyprian, whose sentiments on the Supremacy 
are so well known, and have been so triumphantly adduced 
already in this Chapter. One can hardly open a page of this 
holy Father, that does not pointedly attest the doctrine of the 
Supremacy of the Pope, which Mr. Faber would attempt to 
invalidate by a misrepresentation of one solitary passage. Nay, 
so true is this, that even in the quotation he gives from the 
Epistle to Antonianus, he stumbled upon a remarkable expres- 
sion already mentioned, quite enough of itself to settle the whole 
question. As it would not do to let that testimony appear, 
‘he substituted for it a convenient dash: but I shall give the 
passage in its original form, to his confusion. But Cornelius 
“‘ was made bishop by the judgment of God and of his Christ, 
“ by the testimony of almost all the clergy, by the suffrages of 
“ the people then present, and by the assemblage of aged priests — 
“and good men, when no one had been made before him, when 
“the place of Fabian, that is, when the place of Peter, and 
“ the degree of the sacerdotal chair was vacant ; which being 
* occupied by the will of God, and confirmed by the consent of 
“us all, whoever now shall seek to be bishop, must be cast out, 
“nor let him have ecclesiastical ordination, who does not hold 
“ the unity of the Church.’* The words in Italics, Mr. Faber | 
had carefully omitted : and leaving him to gnash his teeth at the 
testimony they bear against his pretensions, I close with this 
venerable evidence a Chapter, which I trust has satisfactorily — 
established the evidence for, and refuted the objections against 
the true Catholic doctrine, that the Roman Pontiff is the suc- 
cessor of St. Peter, Vicar of Jesus Christ, and Supreme Head — 
on earth of the whole Church of Christ. : 


* S. Crp. Epist. lit. ad Antonianum. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 


Secrion I.—Proors ror TRANSUBSTANTIATION.—IHE HOLY 
EuCHARIST AS A SACRAMENT. 


Tue learned Protestant Bishop of Oxford, Dr. Parker, had the 
candour to make the following acknowledgment respecting the 
very important and awful subject of the present Chapter. “ It 
“is evident to all men that are but ordinarily conversant in 
* ecclesiastical learning, that the ancient Fathers, from age to 
“age, asserted the real and substantial presence, in very high 
“and expressive terms. The Greeks styled it Metabole, 
“ Metarrhuthinisis, Metaskenasmos, Metapoiesis, Metastoichei- 
“ osis; and the Latins, agreeably with the Greek’s Conversion, 
“ Transmutation, Transformation, Transfiguration, Transelemen- 
“tation, and at length,—Transubstantiation, by all which they 
“ expressed nothing more nor less, than the real and substantial 
δ presence in the Eucharist.”* Scaliger also says: “I have 
“ often wondered that all the ancient Fathers should have con- 
“ sidered the supper of the Lord as a real oblation, and that they 
“ should have believed, as they unquestionably did, the change 
“ of the bread into the body of Christ, for which reason, in vain 
“ do Protestants endeavour to prove the article of the Supper 
“ from their writings.’’+ 

These striking admissions of men so distinguished, ought to 
make Mr. Faber distrust his interpretation of the bineiiteae, and 


ee ΟΡΝΑ Reasons for he ating the Test, Ὁ. 13, Oct. 30, anno 1678. 
Printed 1688. ν αὐ Ἵν ; : 


+ Scaligerana, p. 78. 
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his representation of the belief of antiquity upon this serious 
question. He takes up, upon this, as upon the other controver- 
sial points of which he treats, the rash assumption, that Transub- 
stantiation is not supported by evidence either from Scripture or 
the writings of the early Fathers. I shall follow him, and prove 
the contrary from both sources; haying had already considerable 
experience of all the artifices by which he attempts to sustain his 
cause, as on this subject I have met and contended with him in 
two former publications. . 

The Rector gives a copious account of the Catholic belief of 
Transubstantiation ; but I deem it sufficient to notice that the 


doctrine is adequately expressed in these words of our Profession © 


of Faith, the Creed of Pope Pius IV. “1 profess that, in the 


“ most holy sacrament. of the Eucharist, there is made.a'conver- 


“ sion of the whole substance of the bread into the body, and.of | 


“the whole substance of the wine into the blood (of Christ), ἃ 


“ conversion, which the Catholic Church cails Transubstantia- 


“ tion.” Mr. Faber proceeds to examine those texts of Scripture, — 


and passages from the early Fathers, which have been adduced 
to establish, as he expresses it, the .“alleged fact, that, the 
* doctrine of Transubstantiation with all, its adjuncts and con- 


“ comitants, as ultimately defined by the Council of Trent, was — 


“ the doctrine, originally taught: by Christ.and his Apostles, and 


“from them received by the Catholic Church im, the very 
beginning.” The Scriptural texts enumerated by Mr. Faber 4 
are six: one relating to the promise of the Holy Eucharist,,one — 


to the institution of it, two conveying St. Paul’s testimony on the 7 
subject, and two referring to the Holy Eucharist as the sacrifice, 
which we call the Mass. Thus these, texts being naturally 
referable to four distinct heads, instead of placing them all at 
length in the outset, as my opponent has done, I shall quote each 
passage in order, at the head of that particular division of the. 


argument to which it refers. 


It.is the usual and most natictochaty, method of proving from 
Scripture the Catholic belief on the Holy Eucharist, to shew 
first, that. our Saviour promised to give us his real body and 
blood ; secondly, that he performed his promise, and, thirdly, 


: 


4 
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that the Apostles and first Christians understood: and received 
the divine institution with precisely the same belief as ourselves.— 
The words of promise are found in the sixth Chapter of the 
Gospel according to St. John. Our Saviour, speaking to the 
Jews in their synagogue at Capharnaum, reminded them of the 
manna which their fathers eat in the desert, and thence took 
occasion to promise them a far better food, which he intended to 
give them to eat. He assured them that he himself would be 
their food. I am the living bread, which came down , from 
Heaven. If any man eat of this bread he shall live for ever : 
and the bread that I will give is my flesh for the life of the 
world. Were is a distinct promise of a food to be given at 
some future day, a food prefigured by the manna, which was to 
descend from heaven, and would be truly bread from heaven, 
and not figuratively, as the manna had been, and would: also 
preserve their souls to eternal life, whereas the manna could not 
even preserve their bodies from death. The Jews received this 
intimation with incredulity and contention among themselves : 
The Jews therefore strove among themselves, saying, How can this 
man give us his flesh to eat? They evidently understood him to 
promise his flesh to be eaten for their food, even as the manna 
had been eaten by their forefathers: but because they could not 
see how this would be effected, they refused to believe him 
altogether. How then did our Saviour act? If his words 
had led them into error, by conveying to them a false idea 
that he meant a real manducation, when he had only meant 
one figurative, his charity must have hastened to correct a 
mistake which his own words had occasioned ; and his reply 
would have clearly explained his meaning to have been metapho- 
tical. But if their question proceeded from incredulity, and they 
were unwilling to believe what he promised, merely because 
they could not understand how this man could give them his 
flesh to eat; then we might justly expect to hear our Saviour 
confirm his former words in language yet more positive, and 
require an implicit faith in them. And this is exactly what he 
did. He repeated his promise, and certified it with a most 
solemn asseveration, at the same time adding both threats and 
pd 
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promises to engage their faith. Then Jesus said to them: Amen 
amen, I say unto you: Except you eat the flesh of the Son of 
Man, and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you. He 
that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, hath everlasting life: 
and I will raise him up in the last day, for my flesh is meat — 
indeed ; and my blood is drink indeed. He that eateth my flesh 
and drinketh my blood, abideth in me, and I in him. As the — 
living Father hath sent me, and I live by the Father: so he that — 
eateth me, the same also shall live by me. This is the bread 
that came down from heaven. Not as your fathers did eat ὦ 
manna, and are dead. He that eateth this bread shall lve for 
ever. Thus did our Lord emphatically enforce his first words of _ 
promise. And here he adds the drinking of his blood, to the _ 
eating of his flesh, to insist more decidedly upon a real participa- _ 
tion; at the same time declaring that his flesh is meat indeed, » 
and his blood drink indeed, in reality, and not in figure only. 


These things he said teaching in the synagogue in Capharnaum. 
But besides the people of Capharnaum, many of our Lord’s 
particular followers were unwilling to believe his promise, and 
for the like reason, because they could not understand how it 
was to be accomplished. Many therefore of his disciples hearing 
it, said: This saying is hard, and who can hear it? But Jesus 
knowing in himself that his disciples murmured at this, said to 
them: Doth this scandalize you ? If then you shall see the Son of 


Man ascend up where he was before? It is the spirit that _ 
quickeneth: the flesh profiteth nothing. The words that I have — 
spoken to you, are spirit and life. But there are some of you 
that believe not. The unbelieving Jews and his disciples could _ 


not conceive the manducation of Christ’s flesh, in any other 


form than of his body cut up in raw morsels, and this scanda- 
lized them. Our Saviour in his reply adverting to what he had 
before said of his having come down from heaven, corrected the 
grossness of their ideas by foretelling his future return to heaven. 


where he was before. By this he intimated that if his miracles 
which they: had already seen, were insufficient to induce them to 
believe that he could do what he had just promised, they should 
one day see a more splendid proof of his power and divinity in 
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his Ascension. He also gave them to understand, that. if 
they found it so difficult to believe that he could give them his 
flesh to eat whilst he was still on earth with them, it would be 
more difficult to believe when he should have ascended to heaven. 
By which he only more and more enforced his words, and 
required their implicit belief, instead of explaining away his first 
declaration in a figurative sense. And wishing to correct their 
gross idea that he would cut himself in pieces, and give them 
dead flesh to eat, he declared that flesh such as they conceived 
it, dead and separated from his spirit would profit nothing. He 
had told them that his flesh should give them life. But dead 
flesh could give no life; it must be accompanied by his spirit, 
and must be himself entire, his body and blood, soul and divinity, 
which they must receive, in order that the heavenly food might 
quicken them, and give them spirit and life. In this sense there- 
fore he added: 72 is the spirit that quickeneth: the flesh profiteth 
nothing. The words that I have-spoken to you are spirit and 
life. Such an answer perfectly responded to the error of the 
unbelievers. They understood that he meant to give them his 
real flesh to eat ;—and he does not deny it, but repeats it again 
and again. But they refused to. believe it, because they did 
not see how it could be done; and our Saviour refers to his 
miracles, and particularly to his Ascension, to prove his power to 
accomplish what he has promised. Finally, they erred as to the 
‘manner, in which he would give them his flesh to eat, their con- 
ceptions were gross and carnal ;—and our Lord corrects them by 
intimating that the manner would not be as they imagined, but 
that he would so give them his real flesh, as to leave no room for 
their being disgusted or scandalized. 

τς Such is the splendid passage which relates the promise of the 
Holy Eucharist. There were some then that believed not: but 
our Saviour so inflexibly adhered to his original purpose of 
giving his real flesh to eat, that rather than attempt to explain 
away or soften down the sublime mystery of his true and real 
presence, he suffered many of his incredulous disciples to go 
away, as unfit for the mysteries of the kingdom of God. After 
this many of his disciples went back, and walked no more with 

pd2 


212 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. Iv, 


him. But his adorable words laid the first foundation of that — 
“ implicit Catholic belief, which the Church of Christ has, at all _ 
“times, maintained, and which, however Capharnaites (or 
“ Faberites) may still scoff, and loose disciples still murmur, ‘will — 
“ never, as long as the one Catholic Church εὐάδυθν pass . 
“ away.) ὺ ae 

What then can Mr. Faber produce against the brilliantievidends Ἅ 
of such a passage? He affects astonishment that we should ever — 
adduce our Lord’s discourse at Capharnaum in support of our 
belief; because on that occasion the Jews and disciples indeed 
understood his words as we now do, but were immediately cor- 
rected by our Lord’s assuring them “ that his declaration wasto 
“ be understood, not carnally or literally, but spiritually orfigu- 
“atively. Jt is the spirit that quickeneth: the flesh profiteth ὦ 
** nothing. The words that I speak unto you, are spirit, and are £ 
“ life.’ It may be convenient for Mr. Faber’s purpose thus to 
shuffle over this important discourse, and leap at once from the — 
beginning to the end of it; but no honourable controvertist would — 
so act; and I shall call hike back in the words of Daniel: Are — 
ye so foolish, .... that without examination or knowledge of the ᾿ 
truth, you have condemned ....: return to judgment. Separanes 
these two fur from one another, and I will examine them.t 

1 therefore call upon Mr. Faber to return to judgment ; and 1. 
require that instead of incongruously placing together the begin il Ἢ 
ning and end of our Lord’s discourse, these two be separated fort) ; 
Srom one another, as they are in the gospel: and 1 will examine 
them, and my opponents reasoning upon them. He alicgedlht 7 
that our Saviour’s words were misunderstood, by being | 
taken in the sense of a real manducation; and that our Lord — 
corrected the mistake, by declaring that his words were to be — 
taken not literally but figuratively. 1 deny both allegations. If — 
in the first instance the Jews had been wrong in supposing our ~ 
Lord to require a real manducation of his real flesh, why did not — 
our Lord at once charitably correct their error? Why, instead — 
of so doing, did he even repeat his words more strongly than _ 


* Travels of an Irish Gentleman in Search of a Religion.—Vol. i, page 225. 
+ Daniel xiii. v. 48-49. 
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before, with solemn assurances, threats, and promises? The 
Jews said: “ How can this man give us his flesh to eat? And 
instead of removing the difficulty, as he might have done so 
easily, by saying: “ O you mistake me: I do not mean to give 
you my real flesh, I only speak in figurative language ;” he 
repeats his former declaration in words much stronger: Amen 
amen, I say unto you: Except you eat the flesh of the Son of 
Man, and drink his blood, you shall not have life in you. And 
he dwells upon the same in the five following verses, repeat- 
ing the necessity of eating his flesh over and over again. This 
‘was not correcting a mistake, but confirming his words and 
enforcing a belief of them. Therefore it is plain that there was 
no mistake to correct, as to the substantial meaning of the pro- 
mise. Our Saviour had promised to give his flesh to be eaten, 
and the Jews understdod him to mean this ; but they murmured 
because they could not see how it was to be done. How can 
this man give us his flesh to eat ? . They were right as to the 
matter, but wrong.as to the manner. 

Again, when some of his disciples murmured, and thought it a 
hard saying, our Saviour did not utter a syllable to contradict or 
explain away his first words. On the contrary, he even suffered 
those to go away and walk no more with him, who would obsti- 
nately take scandal at his promise. If, as Mr. Faber contends, 
when he spoke of the flesh profiting nothing, he had meant this 

‘as a corrective for their erroneous ideas, how happened it that he 
“totally failed of his object, and that the incredulous disciples after 
all walked away dissatisfied? Does not this prove that Mr, 
‘Faber has totally mistaken the import of those words? When 
_ the disciples murmured, our Saviour only appealed to his future 
Ascension to convince them of his power, and to intimate that 
even after his Ascension the mystery which he had promised 
‘would be accomplished, and must be believed. And as those 
disciples still would not acquiesce, he suffered them to go away, 
as unfit for his kingdom. They were incredulous, because they 
did not understand how it could be done: their notion was gross 
and carnal, supposing that they should have to eat pieces of raw, 
dead flesh: therefore our Saviour told them that such flesh 
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would profit nothing; but that his spirit must accompany it — 
before it could give them life. They were still dissatisfied, 


because they did not see the how; and as the time was not yet — 


come for our Saviour to explain more fully the manner in which ~ 
he intended to give his real flesh and blood under the species of — 
bread and wine, he suffered those to walk away, who were 
unwilling to believe him upon his word. Nay, rather than — 
retract or explain away an atom of his first declaration, he — 
appeared disposed to let even his Apostles go away also.. Then © 
Jesus said to the twelve: Will you also yo away? And Simon — 
Peter answered him: Lord to whom shall we go? thou hast. the — 
words of eternal life. His faithful Apostles believed his word, — 


though they understood not how he would accomplish it. And 
we, in like manner believe the adorable mystery of his real 


presence by Transubstantiation, though we do not understand ' 
how it is effected. It is enough for us that He has said it, who © 


has the words of eternal life. 
After this, the reader may be amused with the Rector’ 5 
supercilious. decision, that “doubtless, plain common. sense 


“ requires that Christ’s explanation of his own phraseology 


* should be thus interpreted:” when in sooth it is clear from 
the narration of the evangelist, that Christ never gave any 
explanation of his words at all. He made a distinct. promise, 
and required implicit faith in his word: to those who were 


incredulous he repeated his promise, and urged the necessity οὗ 


believing it, by asseverations, threats, promises, and appeals to 
his own omnipotence; but those who still murmured, he suffered 
to go away, when two words would have called them back, and 
it would have been so easy to remove all scandal, if his meaning 
had been only figurative. 

Mr. Faber has the incredible effrontery to assure his readers 
that his interpretation of our Saviour’s explanatory words, as he 
calls them, was actually that of two holy Fathers, St. Athanasius 
and St. Augustin. ‘These he quotes in his Second Book, and I 
shall reserve my comments till they come directly under notice 
in the Second Section of the present Chapter. But I will just 
observe in this place that it will be seen that he has totally 
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misrepresented the meaning of St. Athanasius, and that not only 
has he mistranslated and garbled the passage from St. Augustin, 
but that he has been twice already clearly convicted of having 
done so, by the Rev. Dr. Corless and myself; and yet, according 
to his disgraceful custom, he here appeals to the passage again, 
as if nothing of the kind had ever occurred !* 

After this plain exposition of our Blessed Saviour’s words, it 
will be seen how unfounded is Mr. Faber’s charge against the 
compilers of the Faith of Catholics on certain points of contro- 
versy, of having thought it expedient to suppress the verse 
which says, It is the spirit that quickeneth: the flesh profiteth 
nothing. The words that I have spoken to you, are spirit and 
life. Those gentlemen would have no more hesitated to produce 


ον that verse than myself: because they well knew its real 


meaning, and that so far from explaining away our Lord’s 
promise, it strongly confirmed it in its true literal signification. 
They omitted it probably to avoid a tedious length of citation ; 
but if they merited censure, it would be rather for having 
omitted a strong confirmatory clause for the point which 
they had to prove? and when the Rector insultingly talks of 
Catholics not being “quite so familiarly acquainted with the 
“forbidden fruit of Scripture, as the more daring Anglicans,” 
I shall take leave to assure him that the real sense and meaning 
of Scripture is far better better known by Catholics in general, 
than by the “more daring Anglicans.” Scripture is indeed the 
the tree of knowledge ; but if rashly approached, it will lead to a 
knowledge of evil instead of good: as every sensible and candid 
observer must be convinced that the free liberty of gathering 
indiscriminately from that tree has for.centuries wrought much 
evil. Therefore, if the Catholic Church places some restriction 
upon the interpretation of Scripture, it is for the wise purpose of 
securing to her children wholesome fruit of the knowledge of 
good, gathered carefully by her appointed pastors, and so pre- 
sented without peril to the faithful. A Catholic child may not 
Bi ah τι 

_* See The Catholic Doctrine of Transubstuntiation, &c. by the Rev. G. 


sete: P 14, my Reply to Faber, p. 173, and Difficulties of Faberism, 
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know who was the father of Abraham, or who was the strongest or 
the wisest man, or many more of the profound biblical queries in 
certain boasted catechisms; but he will be found in general much 
better instructed in the real doctrine of the Holy Scriptures, 
because instead of having a large, unintelligible book given him 
to read as soon as he knows his letters, he is carefully instructed 
in the doctrines of the Bible, and gradually led by his pastors to 
a proper understanding of its sublime contents. 

After considering the words of promise, the next step is 
naturally to examine the words of institution. Both are closely 
connected ; and the former will materially assist us to determine — 
the meaning of the latter. I have shewn that what our Saviour 
promised, was his true and real flesh to eat, and blood to drink: 
therefore it will soon appear that what he gave at the time of 
institution, was what he had before promised, his true and real | 
flesh to eat, and blood to drink. ‘Three of the Evangelists relate © 
the institution so nearly in the same words, that it will be 
sufficient to cite in this place only the text of St. Matthew: 
And whilst they were at supper, Jesus took bread, and blessed and 
broke, and gave to his disciples, and said: Take ye, and eat: 
This is my body. And taking the chalice he gave thanks: and 
and gave to them, saying: Drink ye all of this. For this is my 
blood of the new testament, which shall be shed for many for the 
remission of sins.* 

If Mr. Faber’s attempt! to evade the words of promise was 
sufficiently disingenuous, his pretence to escape the force of the 
present text of institution is sorry and contemptible. With the 
baldest sophism on his own part, he undertakes to convict us of 
sophistry. He accuses us of palpably begging the question, — 
when we adduce these words of institution. “The matter in 
“ debate,” he says, “ is not what our Lord said, but what our 
ἐς Lord meant. We all know him to have used the words: This 
“is my body, and This is my blood. On that point, there is πὸ 
“ dispute. The dispute respects, not the employment, but the - 
« import of the words. Hence, plainly, the mere adduction of — 
“the words, the very import of which is the matter in litigation, 
“can never establish a doctrine, which rests entirely upon ἃ 
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“ oratuitous and disputed interpretation of the words them- 
“ selves.” All this is so glaringly false in so many points, that 
it amounts only, as I said, to the baldest sophistry. It is false 
to say that we beg the question ; because when we adduce these 
texts, we are always prepared to give reasons for understanding 
the words literally. It is false to say that we content ourselves 
with the mere adduction of the words; because we at the same 
time support our interpretation of them by ample and unanswer- 
able argument. We do not require the turgid dictation of this 
Solomon to inform us, that in this, as in other texts of Scripture, 
the matter in debate is not what was said, but what was meant. 
But being at all times prepared to shew that in this case our 
Lord did literally mean what he said, we are falsely accused 
when our citation is set down as a “ glaring paralogism.” Mr. 
Faber has here again shewn the brilliant powers of his logic: for 
if texts of Scripture may never be cited in their literal sense, he 
himself will have to withdraw a very great number from his 
Second Book: and if no texts are to be adduced, the “ import of 
** which is matter of litigation,” then I believe he must, upon his 
own principle, cease to quote Scripture altogether. And this is 
pretty nearly all that he will gain by this wise determination of 
the law of controversy. 

When we cite the words of the Institution of the Blessed 
Kucharist, and interpret them in their literal sense, we support 
our interpretation by arguments deserving of serious attention. 
It requires no great controversial Papeesinent to be sensible that 
some texts are to be interpreted literally, and others figuratively. 
Nor need an attentive reader of the Holy Scriptures possess 


much penetration to discover, that a text may and must be 


understood literally, where there are strong correlative passages 
and attendant circumstances to determine its meaning; and 
where there are insuperable difficulties resulting from any other 
than a literal interpretation. It has been already proved that 
Christ had previously promised to give his flesh to eat, and his 
blood to drink. This promise was of a true and real manduca- 
tion. of his flesh, which he declared was meat indeed. When 
therefore he afterwards said: This is my body: this is my blood; 
Ee 
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he must then have given what he had before promised. And 
the previous promise authorises us to interpret his present words 
in a literal sense. But the concomitant circumstances also war- 
rant our interpretation. For our Saviour was then in the midst 
of his chosen Apostles on the eve of his death, as a father sur- 
rounded by his dear children, to whom he was about to give his 
last instructions, and in whose favour he was to make his last will 
and testament. This was not an occasion to use ambiguous words, — 
or to speak mysteriously. The Apostles had been told already 
that to them it was given to know the mysteries of the kingdom © 
of God, that they should no longer be called his servants, but his _ 
friends; and it was evidently the time when he would unbosom 
himself to them with entire confidence. But would a parent, 
when giving his last dying instructions, use designedly words in 
the very opposite sense to that which they conveyed? Would — 
a father in his last testament bequeath his heirs to all appearance — 
certain estates carefully and plainly described, and only mean all 
the time to leave them maps or plans of the estates? Can it be 
said then without impiety that our Lord would with solemn 
mockery bequeath his most precious body and blood to his 
beloved Apostles, meaning only at the same time to give them a 
bare figure and not the substance? A testament is always — 
purposely expressed in the plainest words, to obviate all — 
subsequent litigation; and a sacrament must of its nature be 
instituted in clear and distinct terms, that men may know what — 
to believe of it, and how to receive it profitably. But if we 
reject the literal sense in this text, we shall be involved in 
insuperable difficulties. It will follow that when the Eternal — 
Wisdom of the Father was to give us the most precious pledge — 
of his love, he purposely selected words which must lead his 
Apostles and all Christians to the end of time to misunderstand — 
his meaning; that he told them that what he gave was his body, © 
and at the same time meant that it was bread. And that he did 
this without any previous intimation that he was going to speak — 
figuratively, and without ever after uttering a word to explain his" 
language, although he conversed with his Apostles at intervals. 
during forty days after his resurrection. But we shall further be’ 
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involved in the necessity of believing that though our Saviour 
foreknew that all Christians for many centuries, and the far 
greater number even to the present day, would firmly believe his 
words in their literal sense, he still used those words, as if pur- 
posely to lead us astray, and left them unexplained either by 
himself or any of his Apostles. These are some of the inevitable 
consequences of not taking the words of Institution in their 
plain obvious meaning. Therefore we have good reason, and 
sound argument on our side, when we firmly believe that our 

Saviour meant what he said, and gave us his real flesh to eat and 

his blood to drink, 

As a person reading Mr. Faber for the first time, would natu- 
ally suppose, from his accusing us of merely adducing the words 
of our Saviour without considering their import, that he had seen 
no attempt on our side to prove the real meaning of these sacred 
words; I must record as a monument of the Rector’s bad faith 
and perpetual controversial trickery, that in the outset of this 
controversy, the venerable Bishop of Strasbourg, Dr. Trevern, 
had not merely adduced the text, had not contented himself with 
quoting it consecutively ; but had argued upon its meaning in two 
whole pages, and proved its real import by solid reasoning, which 
Mr. Faber found it easier to pass by, than to refute, and so adopted 
the brazen expedient of falsely charging us with the mere adduc- 
tion of the words. Not only did Dr. Trevern reason in his own 

‘masterly manner on the true import of the text, but he added in 
a note the nervous argumentation of the great Bossuet upon the 
connexion between the words of Promise and those of Institution, 
and the consequent proof afforded of the real meaning of the 
latter.* But all this Mr. Faber passes over in silence, with a 

| disgraceful disregard of truth, and of common controversial 
honesty. 

_ He attempts however an argumentation of his own against 
‘our literal interpretation, to which I am ready to attend. He 
‘argues that the words, even if literally understood, are still fatal 
to our doctrine on the Eucharist, because they “ respect the 


“* See Amicable Discussion, translated by Rev. Wm. Richmond: Vol. I. 
pp. 255-6 {76}: 
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““ body and blood of Christ, as broken or as given, as shed or 85. 
“ noured out: whereas we believe that the Eucharist is our x 
living Saviour “ with unbroken body and with uneffused blood.” — 
This is small work indeed; a sorry objection not at all borne out 
by the words of the ΠΝ Our Saviour said: This is my body — 
which shall be delivered ; and This is my blood which shall be 
shed ; but he did not say that his body and blood should continue — 
really broken and shed in the Holy Eucharist. He only added 
these words to express more positively their identity: as if he 
had said: “ This is my body, the self same which is about to be’ 
‘* delivered up to be sacrificed for you upon the cross; and this 
“is my blood, the self same which shall be shed for you in my ~ 
‘ passion and on the cross.” So that these expressions, so far 
from making against the Catholic belief of the real presence, 
actually confirm it, inasmuch as they place the reality and identity 
of Christ’s body and blood beyond all rational doubt. 3 

So pass we to the Rector’s second attempt, where we shall 
find him producing an objection which he had brought before, _ iG 
and to which he had received an answer before. Our Lord even 
after consecrating the cup, still denominated its contents, the 
produce of the vine; and St. Paul equally speaks of the bread — 
after consecration. ‘ Hence,’ concludes our valorous Rector, 
“ if we may believe the plain words of Christ and of Paul rather — 
“ than the decision of the Council of Trent, the bread and wine, — 
“ even after consecration, are séi/l, in point of substance, actual — 
“bread and wine.” How could he have so soon forgotten his — 
memorable maxim in the preceding page? It will apply admi- Ὁ 
rably against himself in the present case. “The matter in debate — 
“is not what our Lord said, but what our Lord meant. 3 
“ The Pampers respects, not the employment, but the sapbre of | 
“the words.” I have elsewhere reminded Mr. Faber that the — 
consecrated species might still be called bread and wine after 4 
consecration, because of their appearing to be such, because — 
those elements had served for the Transubstantiation, and because — 
the spiritual nutrition might be expressed by those names, in 
allusion to the corporal nourishment afforded by those sub 
stances. So the appearance of the dove at Christ’s Baptism 
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might have been spoken of as the dove, even though it was not 
in substance a dove, but the form under which the Holy Ghost 
descended. But this warrants no conclusion against Transub- 
stantiation ; particularly as there are good reasons for believing 
that our Lord’s expression about the produce of the vine did not 
refer at all to the Eucharist, but to the wine previously drunk 
at the supper. St. Luke mentions them as spoken before the 
institution of the Holy Eucharist; and the far more probable 
opinion is that by them our Saviour merely expressed that he 
should sup with them no more on earth. For he said: J will 
not drink of the fruit of the vine, till the kingdom of God come* 

_ But the Rector can take up his canon against literal inter- 
pretation, or lay it down, just as it suits his purpose; which in 
controversial warfare is certainly a great convenience. He now 
resumes his protest against our literal interpretation, for the 
purpose of putting forth the following luminous argument. 
“If the words, This is my body and This is my blood, must of 
“ necessity be understood literally: then analogously, the words, 
“ This cup is the new testament in my blood, as the form is 
“ὁ somewhat differently given by St. Luke,” (and, he might have 
added, St. Paul) “ must of necessity be understood literally also. 
* The Tridentine interpretation, therefore, if consistently pursued, 
“ will finally bring out the extraordinary result, that The entire 
“ substance of the cup is converted into the substance of the new 
_ “ testament.” No such crackbrained deduction ever could 
proceed from any but the extraordinary logician of Long Newton. 
If he had given the whole of St. Luke’s verse, instead of chopping 
it in the middle, the absurdity of his own objection would have 
been at once manifest. St. Luke adds: which is shed for you, 
‘and the which, as is evident from the Greek, refers to the word, 
cup, Tét0 τὸ welipiov, .... τὸ ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν ἐκχυνόμενον. So that St. 
_ Duke is not speaking at all of the substance of the cup, but of the 
contents of the cup by the very common figure of the container 
for the thing contained, as we speak of a bottle or a glass being 
poured out. And thus the Rector’s “ extraordinary result, 
“that the entire substance of the cup is converted into the 


* St. Luke xxii. v. 18. See Reply to Fuber’s Supplement, p. 305. 
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“* substance of the new testament,” may return to the repository 
of puerilities whence it proceeded. Nor can the Rector insist 
that at least we must believe, if we interpret literally, that the 
contents of the cup, the wine, is changed into the New Testament, 
For besides that the words of the other Evangelists sufficiently | 
establish the meaning of our Saviour, and the interpretation of 
St. Luke’s expression, his sense is clear from the nature of our 
Lord’s beautiful allusion to a ceremony of the Old Testament. 
That, as we know, was dedicated with the blood of victims 
by Moses: saying, This is the blood of the testament :* and 
on the memorable night of his Last Supper, Christ our Lord 
declared in the institution of the great Sacrament of his love, 
that the New Testament should be dedicated with his own blood, 
and that same blood which was so soon to be shed, he then gave 
them in the sacred chalice. So that the words of St. Luke: 
This is the CHALICE the new testament in my blood, wH1cu shall 
be shed for you, are plainly of the same import as those of the 
other Evangelists: This is my blood of the new testament, which 
shall be shed. Besides, there would be no analogy to oblige us to 
a literal interpretation of the words: This cup is the new testa- 
ment ; because they at once convey a palpable contradiction, and 
therefore could not be taken literally. There is a wide difference 
between the words this cup is the new testament, or this bread is 
my body, and the actual words of our Blessed Saviour: Tuts ἐδ 
my body. 'The one conveys an open contradiction, and thereby 
requires a figurative explanation. The other implies no contra-— 
diction, though it intimates a mysterious change, by which This, 
which a moment ago was bread, and still retains its appearance 
and properties, is now no longer bread, but changed into the 
body of Christ. Nothing therefore forbids us to understand — 
such words in their literal sense. 
I may observe appropriately in this place, that the Rector has 
unintentionally strengthened our argument for Transubstan- 
' tiation, by introducing the above text of St. Luke. For, as the 
Greek shews the text to be, that the chalice was shed, it clearly 
follows that the chalice contained our Saviour’s real blood, for 


* Hebrews ix. 20. 
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assuredly it was not wine which was shed for our sins, or which 
dedicated the New Testament. Thus the Rector may well repent 
him of rashly shooting an arrow, which has so fatally rebounded 
against his own bosom. 

It has now been proved that our Saviour promised to give 
his real body and blood for our meat and drink; and that he 
instituted the holy Eucharist according to his promise, giving 
his real body and blood, under the outward appearances of 
bread and wine. Two of the scriptural evidences of our belief 
having thus been established, the third and fourth to be 
examined, convey St. Paul’s belief and exposition of the same 
faith, and prove the important fact that the first Christians 
received the doctrine from the Apostles, and so believed it, as 
we Catholics do at the present day. St. Paul writes ‘thus : The 
chalice of benediction which we bless, is it not the communion 
of the blood of Christ ? And the bread which we break, is it 
not the partaking of the body of the Lord ?* And again, in 
the eleventh Chapter of the same First Epistle to the Corin- 
thians, he relates the institution, so nearly in the same words as 
the three Evangelists, that it will suffice at present to refer the 
reader to them. 

_Mr. Faber attempts no refutation, and gives no comment ; 
but repeats his accusation, that to adduce these texts*of St. 
Paul is a mere begging of the question, as he pretended was the 
case with our quoting the words of institution. To adduce 
such language, he says, is to assume, that “ St. Paul designed to 
“employ it transubstantiatively ; the very point, if I mistake 
“not, which ought to have been i¢se/f anteriorly demonstrated.” 
To which my reply will be obvious. We can and do demon- 
strate that St. Paul did so employ his pointed language. Not 
only are we justified in so understanding the Apostle, from 
having clearly proved that the words οἵ. promise and those of 
institution, must be taken as we interpret them; but from the 
whole tenor of St. Paul’s language, which invincibly establishes 
our belief, to the exclusion of every other. 

The Apostle declares that the receiving of the sacred mys- 


* 1 Cor. x. 16. 
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teries is the communion φ the blood and of the body of Christ, 
' He uses the word κοινωνία, not μετοχὴν or any word merely 
implying reception or participation, but a word which particu- 
larly expresses the most intimate communion, that is, the closest 
union of what we receive with our own substance. His meaning 
then must be, that the body and blood of Christ are received by 
us in reality ; for otherwise there could not be a real union or 
communion of Christ’s body and blood with those who receive 
him in the Holy Eucharist. In the Chapter following, he nar- 4 
rates the Institution in the same words as the Evangelists, and 
I need only say, that to this passage the same reasoning applies 
in favour of our belief, as to their words already considered, 
But this is not all the evidence to be gained from the Apostle : 
Mr. Faber knew that the same Chapter furnished the most 
pointed illustration of St. Paul’s meaning. He has chosen to 
say nothing upon it, but to rest upon his silly charge of our 
merely adducing St. Paul’s first words, and so begging the 
question. He ought to have known, and I am persuaded tha 
he did know, that here, as in the preceding appeals to Scrip 
we argue from reason and analogy, and bring one text to clu 
date and support another. 4) 
St. Paul having related the Institution of the Blessed Sacra- 
ment, goes on to speak of the crime of unworthily receiving it. 
Wherefore whosoever shall eat this bread, or drink the chalice 
of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and of the 
blood of the Lord. But let a man prove himself: and so let 
him eat of that bread, and drink of the chalice. For he that’ 
eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judg- 
ment to himself, not discerning the body of the Lord* Why 
all this probation insisted upon ? Why this solemn denunciation” 
repeated against the unworthy receiver? How could he eat and 
drink his own judgment; and how be guilty of the body and’ 
blood of the Lord, and condemned for not discerning the body’ 
and blood of the Lord, if after all the body and blood were not! 
there really and in the literal sense, for him to receive and) 
discern? To be guilty of the body and blood must mean to sin 
* 1 Cor. xi. 27-8-9. 
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against them by receiving them really, but unworthily: in no 
other way could a person incur the heavy guilt of the sacred 
body and blood. To eat and drink judgment to oneself, must 
mean to receive some food so intimately and really united to our 
substance as to act like a poison to our souls, and become at 
once our judgment and condemnation. This could not be pro- 
perly said of any other than a real manducation. And this strict 
and more than ordinary previous probation, which St. Paul 
insists upon, as the only means of escaping this dreadful guilt, 


- ean only be accounted for in the belief of the true presence of 
_ Christ’s body and blood ; without which no greater self-probation 


could be required, than for any other act of faith or application 
for divine grace. Mr. Faber had just told us in the preceding 
page, that the elements “ even after consecration, are séi/l, in 
point of substance, actual bread and wine.” If St. Paul had 
so believed, how could he have charged the unworthy communi- 
cant with not discerning the body and blood of the Lord? In 
such case, his utmost guilt would be some irreverence towards 
actual bread and wine.” But St. Paul held a far more exalted 
belief on this adorable Sacrament. His words afford the plainest 
evidence that he believed the precious body and blood to be 
there really, truly and substantially present; and thence his 
heavy denunciation of the awful crime of eating and drinking 
unworthily. I trust the Rector will no more attempt to lay upon 
us the false charge of the bare adduction of these strong scriptural 
evidences. 


Tue Hoty Evcuarist as A SACRIFICE:—THE Mass. 


There remain but two more of the texts of Scripture men- 
tioned by Mr. Faber to be enforced; and these regard the Mass, 
or the Holy Eucharist, considered as a real sacrifice. Mr. 
Faber notices that we stand pledged to prove “not that the 
“Kucharist is a sacrifice simply, but that the Eucharist is a 
“PIACULAR sacrifice specially.” This being translated into 
plain theological language means, I presume, that we are bound 
to prove that the Eucharist is a real sacrifice, answering all the 

Ff 
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ends of the sacrifices offered in the Old Law. ‘These were o: a 
three kinds, holocausts, peace-offerings, and sin-offerings; an d- 
the ends for which they were offered were, supreme worship and 
adoration of Almighty God, thanksgiving for his benefits, anc i 
expiation for sin. These sacrifices are therefore commonly 
distinguished as latreutical, eucharistic, and propitiatory or i 
impetratory. Undoubtedly we are pledged and prepared to 
prove what in our creed we profess, that “In the Mass, is 
“ offered to God, a true, proper, and propitiatory sacrifice for 
“ the living and the dead.” And we condemn with the Holy 
Council of Trent, what appears to be Mr. Faber’s erroneous idea, 
that the Eucharist is “ merely an act of praise and thanksgiving; 
“ora bare commemoration of the sacrifice that was completed 
** on the cross, and not a propitiatory sacrifice.” ; 
The first scriptural citation to be noticed, is from the Prophet | 
Malachias : I have no pleasure in you, saith the Lord of hosts: 
and I will not receive a gift of your hand. For from the risi γ᾽ ' 
of the sun even to the going down, my name is great among the 
Gentiles, and in every place there is sacrifice, and there is offered 
to my name a clean offering : for my name is great among the 
Gentiles, saith the Lord of hosts* Upon this, Mr. Faber ventures — 
the following luminous comment: “It possibly may, or i ‘ 
“‘ possibly may not, refer to the celebration of the Eucharist.” a 
I will shew that it not only may, but must be so ΕΝ 
But to escape the possible consequences of the may, he adds: 
«ς The sacrifices, predicted by Malachi, are clearly the soivibull ' 
** sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving ;” and he denies that αν 
proof can be derived from Scripture that the Eucharist is “ eithemy : 
‘a literal sacrifice of thanksgiving or a propitiatory sacrifice 
“ both for the quick and the dead.” A spiritual sacrifice is no 
real sacrifice at all; but can only be called sacrifice in a wide and 
not strictly proper sense: and therefore I understand my : 
opponent to deny that the Eucharist is a sacrifice in the true 
sense of the word, distinct from a mere spiritual oblation, or Ε 
even an offering like that of the widow’s mites. For ἃ real 
sacrifice requires a priest, an altar, and an immolation. .1Ε 
* Malach, i. 10, 11. , 
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In this text of the prophet, three things are conspicuous: the 
rejection of the ancient sacrifices,—the substitution of one new 
and better sacrifice in their stead,—and the prediction that this 
new sacrifice should be offered in every place. Mr. Faber says 
that the sacrifices predicted by the prophet, “ are clearly the 
“ spiritual sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving.” This they 
clearly are not. For the prophet uses the same word mincha 
in both places, where he speaks of the sacrifices rejected, and 
the new sacrifice to be instituted. In foretelling the rejection of 
the Mosaic sacrifices, he only repeats what had been previously 
foretold by the other great prophets. Isaias had said, that the 
Lord hated and would not abide the sacrifices, and sabbaths and 
festivals of the Jews ;* but he also predicted another sacrifice in 
their place: In that day there shall be an altar of the Lord in 
the midst of the land of Egypt .... and the Egyptians shall 
‘worship him with sacrifices and offerings.t And Jeremias also, 
foretelling the perpetuity of Christ’s kingdom, of the Church, 
| promises that there shall be a perpetual priesthood, and sacrifice : 
Neither shall there be cut off from the priests and levites a man 
before my face, to offer holocausts, and to burn sacrifice and to 
kill victims continually.t Were under the type of the levitical 
| priesthood is foretold the perpetuity of the Christian priesthood. — 
The Prophet Malachias therefore plainly foretels the rejection 
of the real sacrifices of the Jews; and he uses a word which 
implies true and proper sacrifice, both when he speaks of what 
were to be rejected, and of what was to be substituted. Conse- 
/ quently he must have meant a true, and not merely a spiritual 
sacrifice. Moreover he mentions that this new sacrifice is to be 
| offered in every place, which makes it evident that he intended 
| to express a substitute for the Jewish sacrifices, which could be 
| offered only in one place, the temple at Jerusalem. 

When Mr. Faber contends that this prophecy affords not the 
slightest proof that the Eucharist is a propitiatory or any other 
| kind of sacrifice, and proves nothing of its precise nature, he is 
bound to shew then what it really does prove or predict. If it 


SSAA Ὁ 1, 1... 13,14. + Ibid xix 10, 21. 
1 Jerem. xxsiii. 18. 
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does not apply to the sacrifice of the Mass, what else does it 
mean? Can he satisfy even his own mind with the vague indif- 
ference which he affects for a prophecy, which whatever be its 
meaning, is plainly one of solemn importance? If he can, I am 
sure that his readers will expect from him at least some more 
satisfactory interpretation than “ it possibly may, or it possibly 
“may not refer to the celebration of the Eucharist.” The words 
at any rate foretel something, and something very important, 
They are ushered in with severe reproaches of the Jewish priests, 
with a pointed rejection of their sacrifices, and a plain intimation 
of one new and clean sacrifice to be offered every where in their 
place. If this be not the Mass, what is it? Mr. Faber is bound 
to answer. It cannot be the actual sacrifice of the cross, for that 
was offered only in one place, and not among the Gentiles. Nor 
can it be merely “ spiritual sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving, J 
as Mr. Faber seems to intimate, for they would not be offeret 
by priests only; all the faithful can and must offer them. But 
the prophet is speaking expressly of priestly sacrifices; he foretels 
the rejection of such alone: To you O priests, that despise my 
mame .... I have no pleasure in you, saith the Lord of hosts: 
and I will not receive a gift of your hand.* He predicts a new 
and clean sacrifice to be offered in place of the sacerdotal obla- 
tions; and further on he proniises a purified priesthood to offer 
acceptable sacrifice to him: he shall purify the sons of Levi, and 
shall refine them as gold, and as silver, and they shall offer sacri- 
Jices to the Lord in justice.t Perhaps after attentively reconsi¢ : 
ing this, Mr. Faber may be oscaoage to admit that the prophee 
must, instead of “ possibly may” apply to the Eucharist. 
he has a salvo, even if compelled to admit “ a literal sacrifice ¢ 
thanksgiving.” He will even then deny that the Eucharist isa 
propitiatory sacrifice. To which I consider one sentence an ade- 
quate answer. The prophet foretels one sacrifice to be substi- 
tuted for the many of the Old Law: it must therefore answer all 
their ends: one of these was propitiation for sin: therefore the 
new sacrifice of the Eucharist must be propitiatory. " 
Mr. Faber informs us that St. Justin and St. Ireneeus under- 


* Malach. i. 7-10. + Ibid, iii, 3. 
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stood this prophecy as referring to the Eucharist, while Tertul- 
lian considered it as relating only to spiritual sacrifices. But he 
undertakes to reconcile the two opinions, by affirming that the 
first two Fathers so understood the prophecy, only “ under the 
ςς aspect of a due celebration of the Eucharist being the pre- 
“ eminent Christian spiritual sacrifice of thanksgiving ; ....and 
“ accordingly,” he continues, “by a mere extension of the same 
* principle of exposition, Tertullian views it as referring to every 
“ spiritual sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving.” St. Justin, or 
any other Father, may be made to say whatever Mr. Faber 
pleases, if he has recourse to his old trickery of garbling and 
suppression, as he has done here. He has adroitly left out a 
most important clause in quoting St. Justin, which at once 
shews the whole drift of the holy Father’s argument, and the 
futility of the Rector’s effort to evade it. I shall first give St. 
Justin’s words, and in the Rector’s own translation ; and the 
reader will please to observe the sentence in Italics, which 
is the important one omitted by Mr. Faber. St. Justin is 
arguing against Tryphon the Jew: “ Being inflamed through 
“ the word of his calling, we are the true sacerdotal offspring of 
“ God: as also God himself witnesses, saying, that, in every 
“ place among the nations, they offer unto him acceptable and 
“pure sacrifices. But God receives sacrifices from no one, 
“except through his priests. Wherefore, predicting all who 
“through this name offer the sacrifice which Jesus Christ 
“ ordained to be offered, that is to say, in the Eucharist of the 
“bread and the cup, which sacrifices are offered up by Christians 
“in every part of the earth, God testifies that they are well 
“pleasing to him. But the sacrifices which are offered by you 
“ Jews, and through your priests, he rejects, saying : I will not 
“ accept your sacrifices from your hands; for, from the rising of 
“the sun until its setting, my name has been glorified among 
“the nations: but you profane it. And even until now you 
“say in a spirit of contention, that God would not accept the 
_ “ sacrifices offered at Jerusalem by those named Israelites, who 

“then dwelt there ; but that he declared the prayers of that 
“race of men who were in dispersion, to be pleasing to him, 
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* and called their prayers sacrifices.* Wherefore I also myseli 
** say, that prayers and thanksgivings, offered up by the worthy 
“ are the only sacrifices which are perfect and acceptable to God. 
“ For Christians have been taught to offer these alone, even ir 
“the commemorativeness of their dry and liquid food, in whick 
“also commemoration is made of the passion which God s 
“ fered through God himself.” | 
The passage being thus presented entire, it is manifest * 
St. Justin expressly refuted the Jewish interpretation of 
words of the prophet, as if they merely spoke of prayers and . 
spiritual sacrifices. The Jews obstinately maintained that the 
prediction merely applied to the worthy prayers of the Jev 
dispersed, which would be accepted in place of the real sacrifices 7 
at Jerusalem which were unworthily offered. St. Justin demo- 
lishes the Jewish interpretation; and as Mr. Faber’s woul . 
equally suffer, the reader will see why he thought it his be 
policy to suppress the sentence which I have restored. St. Justin 
then reproves the Jews for their contentious obstinacy in adel δ 
standing the prophet to foretel only spiritual sacrifices ; whenet : 1 
it is plain that St. Justin interpreted the prophet to mean real 
sacrifices. And this is still more evident from what he adds a 
few sentences farther on, where he gives two reasons for his — 
refutation: the first, that even at the time when he wrote, the 4 
Jews were not dispersed into every nation; and the second, that 
when Malachias prophesied, they were not scattered as far a: 
they were inhis own time. Thus St. Justin demolishes the idea 
of spiritual sacrifices being indicated by this prophecy. 
But Mr. Faber will say, that St. Justin still declares tha 
“ prayers and thanksgivings, offered up by the worthy, are the 
“ only sacrifices acceptable to God,” and that “ Christians have 
“been taught to offer these alone in the commemorative cele- 


a 


* Tues δὲ BeCuatre αυτό. Kal μέχρι voy , φιλογεικϑνῖες rode. 
ὅτι τας μὲν ἐν Ἱερεσαλὴμ ἐπὶ τῶν exe τοῖς δικέντων Ἰσραηλήδν. 
καλεμένων ϑυσίας ἐ προσδέχεται ὃ Θεός" τες δὲ διὼ τῶν ἐν Th 
διασπορᾷ τοτε δὴ ὄντων ἀπὸ Te γένες ἐχεῖνα ἀνθρώπων elgg : 
ποσΐεσθαι αὐτὸν εἰρηκέναι, κὼι Tas εὐχος ὠυντῶν ϑυσίας καλεῖν. —_ 


5. Justin1 M. Dial. cum Tryphone, versus finem. 
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“bration of the Eucharist.” To which I answer, that having 
refuted the false notion that spiritual sacrifices were foretold by 
the prophet, St. Justin must have understood that the Christian 
priesthood offered real sacrifices: that without prejudice to this, 
he might truly say that worthy sacrifices are alone acceptable to 
God, because he had just proved that the Jewish sacrifices were 
rejected as unworthy; and he might safely speak of the Christian 
sacrifices as prayers and thanksgivings, because they certainly 
are both impetratory and eucharistic ; but he does not intimate 
that they are on that account exclusively spiritual, for his word, 
only, applies to the condition of their worthiness, meaning that 
they are acceptable only inasmuch as they are worthy. And 
though he adds that Christians are taught to offer these alone, he 
still does not mean spiritual sacrifices alone; but addressing the 
Jews, he means that Christians have been taught to offer no 
other sacrifices than those of the Eucharist, which are worthy in 
the sight of God, being at the same time both impetratory and 
eucharistic, as containing both prayers and thanksgivings. By 
such assertions, St. Justin no more meant to exclude a real 
Christian Sacrifice, than he could have meant to exclude real 
Baptism, by so often saying that circumcision of the heart was 
the only true Baptism. It is plain that in both cases he merely 
proclaimed the conditions indispensable to render these institu- 
tions beneficial to our souls. Thus with all his low artifice of 
suppression, Mr. Faber has not diminished the strength of St. 
_Justin’s evidence, that the Eucharist is a real sacrifice, and 
predicted as such by the Prophet Malachias. 
_ The reader will bear in mind that Mr. Faber admitted that 
SS. Justin and Irenzeus both interpreted the words of Malachias 
_as prophetic of the Eucharistic sacrifice : but he boasted of being 
able to reconcile them with a different interpretation of Tertullian. 
We have seen how he proceeded to adapt St. Justin to his 
purpose; and now for St. Ireneus. The Rector gives the 
‘following translation of his words: “Giving counsel to his 
" disciples, that they should offer unto God the first fruits of his 
“creatures, not as if he wanted any thing, but that they 
“ themselves might be neither unfruitful nor ungrateful, he took 
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“ the creature bread, and gave thanks, saying: This is my body. 
“ And, in like manner, the cup, which according to us is of the 
“creature, he confessed to be his own blood: and taught the 
“new oblation of the New Testament, which the Church, 
“receiving it from the Apostles, offers to God throughout the — 
“ whole world, even to him who in the New Testament grants 
* unto us for food the first fruits of his own gifts. Respecting 
“this, Malachi thus predicted.” (Here follows the prophecy, 
which need not be repeated.) One would think this passage 
pointed enough: as it plainly attests a sacrifice in the New Law, 
substituted for the rejected sacrifices of the Old Law. 'To evade 
its force, Mr. Faber was obliged to recur to his old expedients. 
Carefully silent upon the bearing of the Saint’s argumentation, 
as well as upon those strong and clear passages which follow 
this quotation, and place its meaning beyond all warrantable — 
dispute, our ingenious Rector tells us, that the language of St. 
Irenzus “ most abundantly testifies” that he understood the pro- _ 
phecy under the aspect of “a spiritual sacrifice of thanksgiving, — 
“and most clearly under no other aspect ;” and that he supposes _ 
that this spiritual sacrifice of thanksgiving was expressed by “the _ 
“ oblation of the bread and wine upon the table, antecedently to — 
ἐς their consecration,” as the first fruits of his creatures. 

But this plausible accommodation of the Holy Father’s — 
language to his own degrading “aspect” of the sublime — 
Eucharistic sacrifice, is at once unmasked by an inspection οὗ 
the whole argument of St. Ireneus. The subject on which his 
chapter treats, is this: that God did not stand in need of the — 
ancient sacrifices, nor could men have obtained true justice by — 
them. Therefore in their place, the new sacrifice of Christ’s — 
body and blood was instituted. He quotes numerous passages — 
from the prophets, to prove that God was not appeased by the — 
mere -oblation of sacrifice, but required of the offerers, faith, — 
obedience, and justice. After this, he introduces the new — 
sacrifice in the words which Mr. Faber reports, with this — 
conclusion, which Mr. Faber thought best not to report: “ Most — 
“ manifestly signifying by these things, that the former people — 
‘‘ indeed shall cease to offer to God; but that in every place 
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“ sacrifice shall be offered to him, and this shall be a pure 
“ sacrifice; for his name is glorified among the Gentiles.’’* 
Then he goes on to explain that this name is the name of his 
Son, and that he calls it‘his own name.t Next he declares that 
the Church offers in God, through Jesus Christ, and that on this 
account her sacrifice is called pure.t What can more plainly 
assure us that St. Irenzeus had no such low and needy meaning, 
as the Rector imputes to him; but that he distinctly taught 
that the Eucharist is a real sacrifice and a pure sacrifice, 
deriving its worthiness from Christ himself? And the holy 
Father yet further testifies against my opponent’s fabrica- 
tion, by declaring that God never intended to do away with 
sacrifice in the New Law; but only to substitute one of a 
different kind : “ And the nature of sacrifices was not reproved ; 
‘for there were oblations there, and there are oblations here 
* also : sacrifices among the ancient people, and sacrifices in the 
“ Church : but the species only is altered, inasmuch as offerings 
“are made now, not by bondsmen, but by free.”|| Does not 
this clearly intimate, that the sacrifice of the New Law owes its 
superiority to Christ, who made us free? But if St. Irenzeus 
had only spoken as Mr. Faber pretends, of spiritual sacrifices 
outwardly represented by bread and wine before consecration, 
how could such be pure and worthy sacrifices, since they could 
derive no efficacy from Christ ; or how could they be at all 
superior to the sacrifices of the old Law, being themselves only 
spiritual and figurative ? Nay, they would be far inferior to the 
grand and solemn sacrifices of the Old Law, which were avowedly 


_ * Manifestissimé significans per hec, quoniam prior quidem populus 
cessabit offerre Deo; omni autem loco sacrificium offeretur ei, et hoc 
purum ; nomen autem ejus glorificatur in gentibus. 
_ + Quod est autem aliud nomen quod in gentibus glorificatur, quam quod 
est Domini nostri, per quem glorificatur Pater, et glorificatur homo? Et 
quoniam proprii Filii ejus est, et ab eo factus est homo, suum illum vocat. 
_ t Quoniam ergo nomen Filii proprium Patris est, et in Deo omnipotente 
ad Jesum Christum offert Ecclesia, bene ait secundum utraque : ‘‘ Et in 
‘omni loco incensum offertur nomini meo, et sacrificium purum.”—S, IrEN. 
Adv. Heres, Lib. iv. Cap. xvii. § v. vi. 
| Et non genus ΚΌΡΗΝ κι reprobatum est ; oblationes enim et illic, 
oblationes autem et hic; sacrificia in populo, sacrificia in Ecclesia: sed ἡ 
Species immutata est tantum, quippe cum jam non a servis, sed a liberis 
offeratur.—S. Irena, Adv. Hereses, Lib. iv. Cap. aviii. § ii. 
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figures of Christ’s sacrifice, and derived their efficacy from that 
anticipated source of infinite merit. Thus then St. Irenzeus, 
when his argument is properly consideréd, is found to. interpret 
the prophecy of Malachias, of a real sacrifice, pure and acceptable 
to God, as being the body and blood of his own Divine Son. | 
Mr. Faber having exercised his art in shaping these two 
Fathers to his purpose, hopes to make them fit closely with 
Tertullian, whom he considers already squared -and chiselled. 
Tertullian he says interprets the words of Malachias, “ as relating 
“ to the pure sacrifices of the heart, not to the establishment of 
“any literal or material sacrificial oblation.” . Tertullian, at all 
times abrupt and ‘uncouth in his language, will, I suspect, be 
found too stubborn a block even here for the ingenious Pader. 
The first passage cited from Tertullian is the following: “After- 
“ wards when the priestly law was written by Moses in Leviticus, 
“ we find it commanded to the people of Israel, to offer sacrifice 
“ to God in no place, but in the land of promise, which the Lord 
“God was to give to the people: of Israel and to their brethren; 
“ that when Israel should be brought into it, there should sacri- 
“ fices and holocausts be celebrated as well for sins »as for ‘souls, 
“and never elséwhere but in the holy land. Why then doesithe 
{« oe afterwards forétel by ‘the prophets that it will come to 
“pass that in every country or in every place ‘sacrifices shall. be 
*‘-offered to God, as he says by. the Angel Malachias one of ‘the 
“twelve prophets: J will. not receive, &c. τ... but of spiritual 
“ sacrifices he adds: And,in every ,place clean sacrifices shall be 
“ offered to my name, saith the Lord.”* _ Nolegitimate inference 
can be drawn from this against the Eucharist being a real sacri- 
fice, designated by the Prophet Malachias. For Tertullian’s 
object was to shew that the -sacrifices:of the New Law would be 
far superior to those of the Old, inasmuch as they would’be of a 
spiritual ‘and not of ‘a carnal kind. Let it be carefully noted 
that Tertullian had just distinguished the sacrifice of Abéel’from 
that of Cain, as a spiritual, in opposition to’a’carnal sacrifice. 
Yet he did not:deny that both were literally real and material 
sacrifices ; but he ‘argued ‘that Abel’s ‘was sphrivaal; as ees, | 


* TertuLn. Adv. Jullcos, § v. 
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directed and accepted by the Spirit of God. This indicates in 
what sense he speaks of the Eucharist as spiritual: certainly not 
denying it to be a real and material sacrifice, but spiritual, as 
being directed by God’s holy spirit, and not of human invention ; 
spiritual, as being the oblation of a heavenly victim, and not one 
earthly and carnal; and spiritual, as not now immolated in a 
bloody, but unbloody and mystical manner. It certainly does 
not at all follow from these words of Tertullian, that he under- 
stood the prophet to foretel sacrifices in the New Law exclusively 
‘spiritual. 
Still less is this apparent from the next citation, where after 
‘repeating the prophecy of Malachias, of a pure sacrifice to be 
offered in every place, he adds: “a clean sacrifice, that is 
“ giving glory and benediction, and praise and hymns.”* For 
this merely describes in Tertullian’s brief and obscure manner, 
the various acts and purposes of the Eucharistic sacrifice, which 
are undoubtedly those of glory, benediction, praise and hymns of 
thanksgiving. ‘These are all perfectly consistent still with the 
oblation of real sacrifice, which Tertullian does not deny, but 
rather insinuates. Nor does the remaining passage cited by Mr. 
Faber in the least favour his view of the question, or make 
against ours. “ In every. place sacrifice shall be offered to my 
“* mame, and a clean sacrifice: that is, simple prayer from a pure 
“ conscience.”’} | For instead of unfairly snatching up a detached 
sentence, we should consider in all these cases the writer’s 
object at the time of writing. His object in this place was not 
to determine whether sacrifice was or was not predicted by the 
prophet for the New Law; so far from this being questioned, he 
actually supposes it, and speaks of it as a matter understood 
that there were to be sacrifices in the New Law, only contending 
against Marcion that they were to be of a more excellent kind: 
“ So that also there should be a more excellent order of sacrifices, 
“and even among the Gentiles, as Malachias says.” When 


THERE. 


Rye ΠΝ Trertuuu. Adv. Marcionem, Lib. iii. § 22. 


io : 1 Tertuuy. Adv. Marcion. Lib. iv. § i. 
{σι etiam ipsorum sacrificiorum alia officia potiora, et quidem apud 
nationes destinarit, dicente Malachia : etc,—Idid. 
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after quoting the prophet’s words, he adds in explanation of a 
clean sacrifice, “ that is, simple prayer from a pure conscience,” 
he means to prove to Marcion that the sacrifice of the New 
Law is more exalted and pure, but not the less a real sacrifice. 
It is undoubtedly a sacrifice of pure, simple, undefiled prayer, but 
not of prayer alone, nor merely a spiritual sacrifice, nor did Tertul- 
lian ever assert that it was such. It was enough for his purpose 
on that occasion to shew Marcion, who taught that the Old 
Testament was the work of an evil principle, that there existed 
perfect unity and connexion in both Testaments, though the 
sacrifices of the New were more pure and perfect than those of 
the Old Law. | | 
But while Mr. Faber so boastfully brings out these passages 
which bear after all so very slightly upon the real question before 
us, he has not the common honesty to tell his readers of those 
many evidences in Tertullian’s writings far more to the purpose, 
which plentifully prove his belief in a real Eucharistic sacrifice. 
For instance, while Mr. Faber pretends that the Eucharist is no 
real impetratory sacrifice, Tertullian expressly calls it a sacrifice 
distinct from mere prayer, speaking of those who omitted at its. 
conclusion the kiss of peace: “ What perfect prayer can that be 
“ with the omission of the holy kiss, .... what sacrifice is that, 
“ from which they depart without peace? .... In like manner 
“on the station days, many do not think of being present at the 
“ prayers of the sacrifices .... Will not your station be more 
“ solemn if you also assist at the altar of God? Having received 
“ the body of the Lord, and reserved it, both are duly discharged, 
“ namely the participation of the sacrifice and the performance 
“ of duty.”* Inthe same Book, Tertullian says: “ Let us not 
“go up to God’s altar, before we have made up whatever 
“ difference or offence we have contracted with our brethren.t 
He who so carefully distinguishes altars and sacrifices, must have — 


TERTULLIAN. De Oratione, § xiv. 
+ Ne prius ascendamus ad Dei altare, etc.—Idid, § x. 
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believed the Eucharist to be more than a mere spiritual oblation 
of prayer and thanksgiving ; and therefore the passages referring 
to the prophecy of Malachias ought not to be understood to the 
exclusion of true and real sacrifice. And the old Protestant 
author of that curious work, Altare Christianum, well worth 
Mr. Faber’s attentive perusal, will thus plainly enforce the same : 
“ Though it be very true that Tertullian mentioneth, sacrificium 
“ὁ orationis (the sacrifice of prayer), yet thereby the minister may 
“not conclude that Tertullian doth clearly interpret what he 
“ὁ means by his altar, to wit, a metaphorical and improper altar, 
“ὁ and not a real, and material altar. For by the same reason he 
“ὁ may conclude that we have no churches, nor no four-footed 
“tables for his churchwarden to take order for, because he 
* cannot deny but that now is offered sacrificium orationis : yet 
“T hope he will not say for all that, that our churches, and 
“communion tables, are only metaphorical and improper 
“churches and tables, because improper sacrifices are daily 
“ offered in them.”* This Anglican writer tells the plain truth 
that his Church has no real sacrifice, but only an improper 
sacrifice, which is the right name for Mr. Faber’s spiritual 
sacrifice. His testimony is useful to establish that Tertullian 
spoke of a real altar: but, whatever Pocklington or Faber may 
think of it, a real altar in Christian antiquity was intended for a 
real sacrifice. 

_ [have now some right to conclude that Tertullian’s interpre- 
tation of Malachias does not in the least testify against his firm 
belief in a real sacrifice in the Holy Eucharist. And thus my 
opponent having no claim to Tertullian, and assuredly none to 
SS. Justin and Ireneus, as already shewn, I draw the legitimate 
conclusion that the early Fathers understood the prophecy, as 
Catholics have ever understood it, as a clear prediction of the 
true and real Eucharistic sacrifice, which is called the Mass. 
Hear the illustrious Leibnitz, whose testimony at least Mr. 
Faber ought profoundly to respect: “ Indeed, so do the ancients 
“ commonly interpret ; and also the clean oblation of which 


* Altare Christianum : by John Packlington, D.D. 2nd Edition. 
— 1637, page 13. 
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* Malachias speaks, Justin Martyr and Irenzus, to say nothing 
“ οὶ Augustin and those who were later, applied to the Hnebieg 
(180 tuk 
Now let Mr. Faber bo: that the prophecy “ possi ‘i 
“may, or possibly may not,” refer to the sacrifice of the — 
Eucharist. He has before laid- down as a principle that the — 
evidence of the early Fathers may establish the true interpre~— 
tation of a text. We have proved that the text. in question was 
understood of the, Eucharistic sacrifice by St. Justin, St. 
Ireneeus, and Tertullian, and we might add the further testi- 
monies of St. Cyprian, Eusebius, St. Jerom, St. Chrysostom, — 
and others; while on the other hand, not one Father can be 
found who interpreted the passage otherwise, to say nothing of 
the bold defiance we bid to the Rector to find any other con= 
sistent meaning for the text. Therefore he is bound to acknow- — : 
ledge, upon every principle, that Malachias did predict, the most. 
holy sacrifice of the Eucharist. ie 
There is another text which Mr. Faber notices, from St 
Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews: We have an altar, whereof they — 
have no power to eat who serve the tabernacle. For the bodies of 
those beasts, whose blood is brought into the sanctuary. by the 
high priest for sin, are burned without the camp. Wherefore 
Jesus also, that he might sanctify the people with his own bloody 
suffered without the gate.t Upon this, Mr. Faber’s comment inf 
equally brilliant. “In the abstract, the Eucharist may or may — 
“ not be a sacrifice: but this text proves nothing whatsoever as — | 
“to its precise nature.” He will have it that St. Paul does not — 
refer here to the Eucharist, but to the sacrifice of Christ himself — 
upon the cross, and to our gpiritual participation of that — 
sacrifice. But if St. Paul had here meant the altar of the cross, — 
he would have said “we had an altar,’ not “we have an altar;”? — 
his expression plainly points to an altar on which sacrifice is — 
continually offered. Mr. Faber cannot deny that ina similar 


* Et vero veteres passim ita interpretantur ; et mundam quoque obla- — 
tionem de qua Malachias loquitur, jam Justinus martyr et Ireneus, ut de 
Augustino et posterioribus nihil dicam, Eucharistie accommodarunt.— — 
ΜΕΙΒΝΙΤΖ, Systema Theologia, pag. 288. Paris, 1819. 

+ Hebrews xii. 10, 11, 12. 


passage St. Paul meant the Eucharistic altar, as distinguished 

from the Jewish altars, which were types of it. Behold Israel 

according to the flesh: are not they that eat of the sacrifice, 

partakers of the altar: .... you cannot be partakers of the table 
of the Lord, and of the table of devils.* 

In both passages the Apostle contrasts the Eucharistic altar 
with the altars of the Old Law; but here in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews he distinctly. teaches that we have a real altar and a 
real sacrifice, since he compares them with the altar of the 
tabernacle and its sacrifices. Moreover he clearly establishes a 
real participation of our Eucharistic sacrifice, by saying that we 
are privileged to eat of the altar, to the exclusion of the Jews. 
Now if he had only’spoken of a spiritual participation, he would 
not have said that the Jews had no power to eat of our altar ; 
for assuredly ‘the holy’ servants of God of old did :spiritually - 
partake of the sacrifice of the cross, when they eat of their legal 
sacrifices with faith in the future Redeemer whom they typified. 
The participation of which he speaks, is of the same kind in both 
cases. . He compares altar with altar, victim with victim, eating 
with ‘eating; the sacrifice m both cases is real, and also the 
manducation. 

In the Old Law, the victims of which the blood was brought 
into the sanctuary, were. burnt outside the camp ; and St. Paul 
_ teaches that Jesus, coming to ‘sanctify us with his own blood, 
᾿ suffered without the gate. Therefore if we are allowed to eat of 
this victim, in preference to the Jews, whom the law forbid to 
eat of victims burnt outside the camp, itis plain that ‘the 
_ ‘Apostle teaches that:we partake of a real victim, no other than 
Christ himself.. And.a real manducation of the real victim of 
Christ, can only itake place in the Eucharistic sacrifice of the 
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 But'the Apostle, inthe Seventh Chapter of the same Epistle 

to the Hebrews, furnishes another most explicit proof of the 

Eucharistic sacrifice, of which Mr. Faber has chosen to take not 

the slightest notice. St. Paul distinctly teaches the Hebrews that 

“ is a “priest for ever, according to the order of Mel- 
ot με Β. INGers wx 18221; 


240 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. I¥, 


chisedech.* He expressly says that he was not called a priest 
according to the order of Aaron,t intimating, of course, that 
he would not offer sacrifices such as were prescribed by the 
Levitical law ; but according to the. order of Melchisedech, 
This iit character is recorded to have offered sacrifice in 
bread and wine : But Melchisedech, the King of Salem, bringing 
forth bread and wine, for he was the priest of the most high 
God, blessed him, (Abraham.) { If Christ was to be a priest 
according to the order of Melchisedech, it is plain that he must 
have offered sacrifice with the same external symbols used by 
Melchisedech, bread and wine. He did not offer in this manner 
upon the cross, but only in the Eucharist. Therefore the 
Eucharist is a true sacrifice offered by Christ, a priest according 
to the order of Melchisedech. Moreover, he was to be a priest 
for ever, according to the same order: therefore he was to co 
tinue to offer sacrifice with the outward symbols of bread and 
wine ; and this he cannot be said to do, but by the great Eucha- 
ristic sacrifice offered continually in his Church, Christ being 
always the great high priest thereof, as well as the victim... _ 
If Mr. Faber should object that this scriptural evidence is of 
doubtful and disputed meaning, I bring his own principle to 
determine its signification. The early Fathers pointedly applied 
it to the sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist. St. Clement of Alex- 
andria, who flourished in the second century, has this decisive 
passage: “ Melchisedech, king of Salem, priest of the most high 
“ God, who gave wine and bread as a sanctified food, as a type 
“ of the Eucharist.” ||. Observe the word sanctified, which shews 
that he did not give ordinary bread and wine for food, but that 
Abraham and his followers partook of bread and wine previously | 
sanctified by being offered in sacrifice by the priest of the Most) 
High. Observe too that St. Clement declares these to be the: 
types of the Eucharist; whence it must follow that the Eucha- 


ΣῊ: 


* Heb. vii. 17. + Verse 11. 1 Genesis xiv. 18, 19. bay 
| Ov φησι Movons Μελχι cedex, βασιλεὺς Daan, ὃ ἵερευς TS Θεδ ΩΣ ; 
ulus, ὃ ὃ Tov Olvoy καὶ τὸν ὄρτον THY ἡγίασμενὴν διδὸς τροφὴν; εἰς τύπον, 
εὐχαριςίας. .—S. CLEMENTIS ALEXANDRINI, Stremat. Lid, iv. versus finem. 
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-rist is also a sacrifice, the external elements of which are bread 
-and wine. ; 


St. Cyprian in the third century renders a testimony yet more 
splendid: “Also in the priest Melchisedech we see the ‘sacra- 
“ ment of our Lord’s sacrifice prefigured, according as the divine 
“ Scripture testifies and says: And Melchisedech, the king of 


«ὁ Salem, brought forth bread and wine. But he was the priest 
of the high God, and he blessed Abraham. But that Melchi- 
_ © sedech bore a type of Christ, the Holy Ghost declares in the 
Psalms in the person of the Father, saying to the Son: 


ὦ Before the day-star I begat thee. Thou art a priest for ever 


according to the order of Melchisedech. Which order is as- 
_ ©suredly this coming from that sacrifice and descending from 


_ these circumstances, that Melchisedech was the priest of the 


“high God, that he offered bread and wine, that he blessed 
“ Abraham. For who is more a priest of the high God than our 
“ Lord Jesus Christ, who offered sacrifice to God the Father, 
“and offered the very same that Melchisedech offered, that is, 
“ bread and wine, to wit, his own body and blood?”’* Such a 
testimony needs no comment: indeed no words could make it 
plainer. After such evidence we might dispense with all further _ 


- reference to the Fathers; but I shall mention the remarkable 


testimony of Eusebius, who died in 338. “ For as he (Melchi- 
“ sedech) who was a priest of the Gentiles appears never to have 
“officiated in sacrifices of bodies, but only in wine and bread, 


“ whilst he blesses even Abraham himself; so in truth our Lord 


“ and Saviour himself first, and then those priests who have gone 


“from him into all nations, exercising the spiritual function of 


__ * Item in sacerdote Melchisedech sacrificii Dominici sacramentum pre- 
figuratum videmus, secundum quod scriptura divina testatur et dicit: “ Et 
* Melchisedech rex Salem protulit panem et vinum.” Fuit autem sacerdos 
Dei summi, et benedixit Abraham. Quod autem Melchisedech typum 
Christi portaret declarat in psalmis Spiritus Sanctus ex persona Patris ad 
Filium dicens: ‘‘ Ante luciferum genui te. Tu es sacerdos in eternum 
“secundum ordinem Melchisedech.” Qui ordo utique hic est de sacrificio 
illo veniens et inde descendens quod Melchisedech sacerdos Dei summi fuit, 
quod panem et vinum obtulit, quod Abraham benedixit. Nam quis magis 
Sacerdos Dei summi quam Dominus noster Jesus Christus, qui sacrificium 
Deo Patri obtulit, et obtulit hoc idem quod Melchisedech obtulerat, id est, 

ἼΘΙ et vinum, suum scilicet corpus et sanguinem?—S. Cypriani, Epist. 

ὃ, ad Cecilium. 
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“ the priesthood to the laws of the Church, represent in wine 
“ and bread the mysteries of his body and saving blood: which 
“ mysteries indeed Melchisedech had known so long before by 
“the Divine Spirit, and had employed images of future things.”* 
It will be sufficient to mention that the same application of the 
sacrifice of Melchisedech is made by many other Fathers, as St. 
Ambrose,t St. Epiphanius,t St. Jerom,|| St. Chrysostom], St. 
Augustin,** Theodoret,}+ and others. When the reader has 
duly weighed the force of this scriptural proof, he will have 
gained still further experience of Mr. Faber’s controversial dis- 
honesty in passing it over without a syllable. He affects to sup- 
pose that we can only adduce two passages, the one from the 
Hebrews, and the other from Malachias, both already discussed 5 
though indeed if we had no other scriptural proof, these would 
amply suffice. But to convict him yet more clearly either of 
gross ignorance or grievous controversial fraud, I shall add some 
more proofs, and force them upon his notice. 

In close connexion with the prophecy of Malachias, may be 
presented those remarkable words of our Saviour to the Samari- 
tan woman, in which he not only seems to allude to the words 
of the prophet, but plainly foretels the great Eucharistic sacri- 
fice. The woman said to our Blessed Saviour: Our fathers 
adored on this mountain, and you say that at Jerusalem is the 
place where men must adore. Jesus saith to her: Woman, 
believe me, the hour cometh, when you shall neither on this moun- 
tain, nor in Jerusalem, adore the Father...... But the hour 
cometh, and now is, when the true adorers shall adore the 
Father in spirit and in truth.{t The woman’s question was 


* Nam quemadmodum ille qui sacerdos gentium erat nusquam videtur 
sacrificiis corporalibus functus, sed vino solo et pane, dum ipsi rey Ὁ. 
benedicit ; ita sane primus ipse Salvator ac Dominus noster, deinde qui ab 
ipso profecti sunt sacerdotes in omnibus gentibus, spirituale secundum’ 
Kcclesiasticas sanctiones sacerdotii munus obiuntes, vino ac pane et corporis 
illius et salutaris sanguinis mysteria’ representant: que sane mysteria 
Melchisedech tanto ante spiritu divino cognoverat, et rerum futurarum) 
imaginibus usus fuerat, etc—EuseBit Pampnixi, Demonstraiionis Evan- 
gelia, Lib. υ. 4 

+ De Sacramentis, Lib. 4 et 5. 1 Heresi, 55. || Epist. ad Marcellam. — 

§| Hom. 35 in Genes. et 36. ** Epist. 95 ad Innocent. Pap. 
tt In Comment. Psalm. cia. tt St. John iv, 20, 21, 23. 
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certainly of the public adoration of sacrifice ; for private ado- 
ration and prayer might be offered every where. She wished 
τ our Saviour, whom she had discovered to be a prophet, to settle 
for her the long disputed question between the Jews and the 
- Samaritans, which was the proper temple for the exclusive 
adoration of sacrifice, that at Jerusalem, or that on Mount 
Garizim. Indeed the word adore is often used in Scripture to 
f mean the supreme adoration of sacrifice.* Our Saviour’s answer 
_ plainly imported, that the time was close at hand when the 
sacrifices of both temples would be abolished, and, as Malachias 
had foretold, a clean oblation should be offered, not in any par- 
_ ticular place or temple, but in Christian Churches in every part 
_ of the world. The Jews and Samaritans offered carnal sacrifices ; 
- but our Lord foretels spiritual sacrifices in their place: The 
_ true adorers shall adore the Father in spirit. But the sacri- 
 fices of old were only figurative : whereas the new are real and 
true sacrifices ; spiritual, as distinguished from carnal, but true, 
as distinct from figurative: The true adorers shall adore the 
Father in spirit and in truth. This can allude to no other 
sacrifice than that of the Eucharist: for if it be said that it refers 
only to the spiritual sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving, I 
answer that such could have been always offered, whereas our 
Saviour speaks of new oblations for which the hour cometh, and 
now is. I answer further, that merely spiritual sacrifices of 
_ prayer and praise might be offered in private; but our Lord 
speaks not of private offerings of the heart, but his words 
directly answer the enquiry of the woman, which was of the 
public adoration of sacrifice. 
_ But the very words of institution prove of themselves that the 
Blessed Eucharist is a real sacrifice. Our Saviour said: This is 
my body which 1s given for you, and This cup is the new testa- 
ment in my blood, which 1s shed for you.t And as St. Paul 
relates it in the Greek: which 1s broken Sor you.t. And St. 
Matthew has: this 13 my blood which is shed.|| Our Saviour 


* See Genesis xxii. 5.—St. John xii. 20.—Acts viii. 27. 
Tt St. Luke xxii. 20. τὸ ὑσὲρ ὑμῶν Sid oucvov — XX UVOLLEV OV» 
$1 Cor. xii. 24-7) ὑπὲρ ὑμῶν κλώμενον. 

Ἰ St. Matth. xxvi. 28-7) περὶ πολλῶν ἐχ χυνόμενον. 
Hh 2 
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therefore offered at his Last Supper a real sacrifice of his body 
broken, and his blood shed: and he commanded his priests in. 
the persons of the Apostles to do the same, to offer the sam Θ᾽ 
sacrifice in commemoration of Him. It may be objected that 
the present tense is here used for the future; but even so, the 
text will only prove that as the real body was then offered under 
the appearance of bread, and the real blood under that of wine, 
in representation of the future bloody sacrifice upon the. cross, 
so the words foretold that the body should continue to be really 
offered under the species of bread, and the blood under the 
species of wine, to the end of the world in the unbloody sacrifice 
of the Eucharist. But nothing can be thence deduced again st 
the reality of our Saviour’s sacrifice at his Last Supper. It only 
differed from that of the cross, as our Mass differs, namely i 
the manner of offering. 5 
These are scriptural evidences not to be passed over, as Mr, 
Faber has found it his readiest plan to pass them, as if they had 
no existence. There are two other texts referred to in the work 
which he has principally professed to follow,* which he po m= 
pously dismisses with the following disgusting affectation: 
“1 omit crowding my page with these texts, simply because I 
** cannot discover in them the slightest relevancy to the subject 
“in hand.” But he knew that Catholic divines do find both 
texts extremely relevant to our subject; and therefore it was his 
business to refute their arguments; and from much experien 
of the policy of this controvertist, I am well assured that . 
would have done so, if he had thought that he could. One of 
these texts is from the Acts of the Apostles: And as they were 
MINISTERING (λειτεργέντων) to the Lord, and fasting, the Holy 
Ghost said to them.t The Greek word indicates the publie 
ministry of sacrifice, for by no other ministry either of the word 
or of the sacraments, could the Apostles have been said to’ 
minister to the Lord. 'This was so plain to Erasmus, that he 
translated the word by sacrificantibus, “as they were sacrificing) 
“ to the Lord.” It appears therefore that the Apostles offered) 


* The Faith of Catholics on certain points of Controversy. \st edition, page 
253—2d edition, 266. + Acts xii. 2. 
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sacrifice, and of course it could have been no other than the 
sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist. And thus the text is very 
intimately connected with the other scriptural testimonies for 
the Eucharistic sacrifice. 

The other passage is from the Aipichiy gia’ And I saw: and 
behold in the midst of the throne, and of the four living creatures, 
and in the midst of the ancients, a lamb standing, as it were slain* 
This must be considered in connexion with some other passages 
of the same book, such as the following: I was in spirit on the 
Lord’s day, .... and I saw seven golden candlesticks, and in the 
midst of the seven golden candlesticks, one like to the Son of man, 
cloathed with a garment down to the feet, and girt about the 
breasts with a golden girdle,t .... and behold there was a throne 
set in heaven, and upon the throne one sitting, .... and round 
about the throne were four and twenty seats : and upon the seats, 
four and twenty ancients sitting, cloathed in white garmenis,t 

. and the four and twenty ancients fell down before the Lamb, 
having every one of them harps, &c.||_ It is to be observed that 
St. John was favoured with the vision of these remarkable things 
on the Lord’s Day, when the Christians always assembled to 
celebrate the Eucharist; that he describes an altar, and the Lamb 
of God appearing as it were slain as the victim ; that he describes 
the pontiff presiding on the throne, and the priests around it; 
that he mentions candlesticks, music and incense; so that he 
appears to point out in mysterious language the sacrifice offered 
in the assemblies of the faithful, when they celebrated the most 
holy Eucharist. Mr. Faber may consider this an arbitrary and 
fanciful application: it is not indeed adduced as a positive proof, 
but it may well be cited as auxiliary evidence; if he will attend 


_ to it a little more carefully, he may perhaps discover that it is 


‘more relevant than he has chosen to imagine. 

In the face of the various scriptural evidences, which have now 
been so amply developed, Mr. Faber will have it that our divines 
totally omit any attempt to prove from the Bible either that 


. conversion of the entire substance of the bread and wine into the 


substance of the body and blood of Christ, which we term Tran- 
"> * Apocalypsev. 6. ἘΠ. 10, 12, 13. . { IV. 2, 4. | V. 8. 
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substantiation; or that Christi is there present, entire, that is, his 
body and blood, soul and divinity ;—or that Christ is present, 
entire, under each separate particle and drop of the sacred 
species ;—or that the holy Sacrament is to be adored with divine 
adoration ; or that the Eucharist is a.real propitiatory sacrifice. 
Mr. Faber actually comes after all to the following brave con- 
clusion: that on all these points “ we have a tacit acknowledg- 
“ment, an acknowledgment, however, which speaks volumes, 
“ that the Bible itself is profoundly silent.” And he proceeds 
even further in his sublime commentary, by informing us that 
even our own divines, such as Scotus, Biel, Occam, Peter d’Ailly, 
Cajetan and Fisher, whose words he carefully copies from Bishop 
Cosin, have freely advanced the same observation. So he 
infers that Dr. Trevern and the compilers of the Faith of Catho- 
lics on certain points of Controversy “ have grievously wasted 
“their valuable time in their confessedly bootless attempt to 
‘“‘ establish Transubstantiation from the Bible.” To all this 
farrago I must first say; that these or any other divines would 
indeed have wasted precious time in a bootless attempt, if they 
had laboured to satisfy the perverse mind of Mr. Faber. But 
they wrote for more rational and consistent readers. They wrote 
for those who could and would see, when these various texts 
were fairly laid before them, that the real presence was fully 
proved from scriptural evidence, and that the various other 
points enumerated by Mr. Faber were not only not repugnant to 
Scripture, but legitimately deducible from Scripture, as they 
have been deduced from Scripture, no less than from Tradition, 
by the holy Council of Trent. Ὶ 

But in the next place I have to observe, that it is no great 
wonder if Mr. Faber can find, as he says, “ six grave Roman 
“ theologians,” or if he please sixty, who are of opinion that no 
text of Scripture is so express as evidently to compel us to admit 
Transubtantiation, independently of the declaration of the Church. 
For he knows well that no Catholic divines admit Scripture alone, | 
and still less Scripture privately interpreted, to suffice in regu- 
lating our faith. If we are to believe nothing as an article of 
faith, which is not clearly expressed in Scripture, it can be no 
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article of faith that the Scriptures themselves are divinely 
inspired, still less that they are of themselves a rule of faith. 
When therefore our theologians prove these points from Scrip- 
ture, or even like Bellarmin express themselves tolerably certain 
that they can be firmly established by Scripture, it must not be 
concluded that they rest their belief, or wish others to believe 
upon scriptural evidence alone; but that they avail themselves 
by an argumentum ad hominem of the principle of their adver- 
saries, and shew for their more ready conviction, that the doc- 
trines in question are capable of scriptural proof. 

Let it be further observed, that when the Catholic Church has 
declared the sense of Scripture, and deduced certain doctrines 
from it, we may then as Scotus has also remarked, confidently 
assert that they can be manifestly proved from Scripture. I 
need only add therefore with Bellarmin, in his reply to Kemnitz, 
who seems to have had the merit of first starting this sorry 
objection, so eagerly reproduced by Mr. Faber: “ The doctrine 
“ of Transubstantiation belongs to Catholic faith, because it is 
“‘ gathered out of Divine Scripture, according to the common 
* explanation of the Fathers, and the declaration of the Church in 
* general Councils.”* And thus testified the immortal Leibnitz : 
* But pious antiquity plainly enough declared that the bread 
*“ was changed into the body of Christ, the wine into his blood, 
“and the ancients in various places acknowledged herein a 
“Merasotxeow, which the Latins have rightly translated by 
* 'Transubstantiation, and it has been defined that the whole 
substance of the bread and wine pass into the whole substance 
“of the body and blood of Christ; and therefore as in other 
“cases, so here also the Scripture is to be explained by that 
“ tradition which the Church, as its keeper, has transmitted to 
“ us.t 


* Dogma Transubstantiationis ad fidem Catholicam pertinere, quia colli- 
itur ex Scriptura divina, secundum explicationem communem Patrum, et 
juxta declarationem Ecclesie in Conciliis generalibus—BELLARM. De Suc. 
juch. Lib. iii. Cap. xaiti. 
‘T Sed pia antiquitas aperte satis declaravit panem mutari in corpus 
μ a, vinum in sanguinem, passimque hic veteres agnoscunt Μετα- 
sobyeoiy, quam Latini Transubstantiationem recte verterunt, et definitum 


est totam substantiam panis et vini transire in totam substantiam corporis et 
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On these principles, therefore, we shall utterly denounce a: 
false and unwarranted by his previous arguments, the arrogant 
sentence with which Mr. Faber passes to the next division of hi: 
subject : “ Quitting Scripture, then, in despair, whence confes: 
“ sedly the doctrine of Transubstantiation is incapable of being 
“ demonstrated ; we now come to the evidence adduced fron 
“the Fathers of the three first centuries, for the purpose o; 
“establishing the alleged racr: that the primitive Church 
<< from the very beginning, entertained the self-same opinion: 
respecting the Eucharist, as those which by the Council gj 
“ Trent have since been authoritatively promulgated.” 

Mr. Faber, with as little wisdom as in so many other portions 
of his heavy publication, here attempts to draw a distinctior 
between the doctrine of Transubstantiation, as defined by th 
Fourth Council of Lateran in 1215, and the more copious expo: 
sition of the same doctrine by the Council of Trent, in if 
Session XIII. in 1551.—The decree of Lateran is as follows 
“ The true body and blood of Christ are truly contained in thx 
“ sacrament of the altar, under the species of bread and wine 
“ the bread being transubstantiated into the body, and the wink 
“ into the blood by the divine power.”’—The Council of Tren: 
decreed thus: “As Christ our Lord declared that to be truh 
“ his body, which he offered under the appearance of bread, i 
“‘ has accordingly been always firmly believed in the Church ὁ 
“ God ; and this holy Synod again declares, that by the conse 
“‘ cration of the bread and wine, a change is made of the whol! 
“ substance of the bread, into the substance of the body c 
“ Christ, and of the whole substance of the wine into the sub 
“ stance of his blood, which change has been aptly and properl! 
“called by the holy Catholic Church, Transubstantiation.” 
Thus far assuredly there is no difference between the decrees ¢ 
the two Councils. But because the Council of Trent mad 
certain other canons on subjects essentially connected wit! 
Transubstantiation, or following from it, Mr. Faber sets up hi 


sanguinis Christi; et quemadmodum igitur alias, ita hic quoque explicané) 
est Scriptura ex traditione quam custos Ecclesia ad nos usque transmisit. 
LetBnitz, Systema Theologia, pag. 226. Paris, 1819. 

* Concil. Trident. Sess. wiit, Cap. iv. 
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_ marvellous distinction to be presently noticed.. The holy Council 
_ decreed the necessity of believing, under the usual form of 
_ Anathema used by St. Paul, that the soul and divinity of Christ, 
that is Christ whole and entire, is present, and present entire 
under each species, and every particle of each species ; and as 
_ such, to be adored with supreme divine worship, exterior as well 
__as interior.* Mr. Faber has the assurance to affirm, that we read 
nothing of these matters, either in Scripture or the early Fathers; 
_ and so proceeds to examine whether the primitive Fathers will: 
_ youch for what, with his absurd distinction, he terms “the simple’ 
_ “doctrine of Transubstantiation as less curiously laid down in 
i “the year 1215,” and for the Eucharist being a propitiatory 
_ sacrifice. As it must be clear to any one who will take the 
_ least pains to consider the doctrine of Transubstantiation, that 
_ the several points carefully laid down in the Tridentine Canons, 
_-are’no more than necessary consequences of Transubstantiation, : 
it must strike every rational mind as either consummate folly or 
_ finished effrontery in Mr. Faber to charge the two Councils with 
any real difference of doctrine, or to assert beforehand that those 
consecutive doctrines are unscriptural or’ untraditional, when 
their natural source is yet to be examined. The honest course 
_ for Mr. Faber: would have been to shew, if he’ could, that 
_ Transubstantiation was neither supported by Scripture nor by 
early Tradition, and then if he had cut’ off the source, he might 
have left: the various rivulets flowing from: it’ to! dry up of 
_ themselves.’ “But to assume these secondary points to be 
incapable of proof, before the primary doctrine has' been fully 
_ investigated, 15. ἃ bravado palpably absurd’ and contemptible. 
Let us proceed then at once to try the doctrine of Transubstan- 
tiation by the testimony of the primitive Fathers. It has been 
solidly proved in the preceding pages that: Transubstantiation is 
fairly and justly deducible from Scripture, and that it has been 
gathered out of that’sacred deposit in’ the decisions of the holy 
Catholic Church. If it can further be shewn that the same is 
legitimately deducible from the writings of the primitive Fathers, 
Mr. Faber will be bound to admit the Catholic doctrine of 


Ὅλ Βον 


* Concil. Trid. Sess. xiii. Canon i. tii, vi. 
Ii 
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Transubstantiation, and also the various other matters decreed — 
by the canons of Trent, as manifestly included in that doctrine. — 
It may well. be presumed that the man who could attempt to 
evade the force of the plain words of Institution: This is my — 
body, by the contemptible sophistry already exposed in its 
proper place, would be ready with the same pitiful expedient to 
ward off any expressions of the holy Fathers, however explicit. 
For in truth no plainer words could be invented to express a real 
presence, a real change, a real Transubstantiation, than those 
which our Lord was pleased to use on that memorable occasion: — 
and therefore we may well expect to find the Fathers employing — i 
the same words. Mr. Faber sets out on the investigation — 
of the evidence of the primitive Fathers, by repeating his 
bright discovery, that we ought to shew, not what the early 
Fathers say, but what they mean. Yet I ask, where has he 
detected in Catholic divines such puerile tactics in controversy, — 
as to rest an argument upon any unexplained or uncertain phrase- 
ology? If we insist upon any passage where a Father adduces _ 
our Lord’s words alone, we do so upon the legitimate principle 
that our Lord did mean what he said, being always prepared to 
produce solid proofs that such was really the case. But if By | 
mistake not very grievously, we shall soon adduce testimonies — 
from those venerable writers, which do a great deal more than — 
barely cite our Saviour’s words. My 
Nor can Mr. Faber be allowed to retreat to his second sorry — 
intrenchment ; that ifit be proved that the language of the early 
writers mihi to be understood literally, it will still remain — 
uncertain whether they inculcate Transubstantiation or “ the — 
“ now reputed semi-heretical doctrine of Consubstantiation.” — 
He may leave out the sem, for the Lutheran doctrine of Consub- 
stantiation is as heretical as his own. But this second pretence — 
is of as little or less avail than the first; for the same arguments ~ 
which prove that the words of our Blessed Saviour imply — 
Transubstantiation, and not Consubstantiation, will be equally — 
efficacious when employed to determine the sense of the holy — 
Fathers. Luther in teaching Consubstantiation, would have been 
right, if our Saviour had said “ Here is my body,” and the 
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Church of England might have had some chance, at least if Dr. 
Cosin’s account of her doctrine be correct, if our Lord had said : 
“ This bread will convey my body.” What words could have 
been employed to suit Mr. Faber’s moral change, is beyond my 
power of imagination: but nothing short of a real substantial 
change could make it truly said: This 1s my body. 15 Mr. Faber 
aware that Luther himself acknowledges that Transubstantiation 
_ may be allowed? These are his remarkable words: “ I have 
_ “hitherto taught, and I still teach, that it is of little consequence, 
“ and a question of no great moment, whether a person believes 
“ that the bread remains in the Eucharist, or that it does not 
“ remain, and is transubstantiated.”* Nay, is the Rector aware 
_ that Luther went so far as to say that Christ changed (mutat) 
the bread into his body? Here itis: “ He took bread, and 
“ by the word which he speaks, ‘ This is my body,’ he changes 
“ the bread into his body, and gives it to his disciples to eat?’ 
Does not this look very much like Transubstantiation? Willi 
not the authority atleast of this venerable Father of the Reforma- 
tion move Mr. ‘Faber to suspect that Transubstantiation may be 
proved from the words of the Institution, and that our Lord did 
mean what he said ? 

Having already dwelt on the solid reasons which prove this, 
when treating of the words of Promise and those of Institution, 
I shall now pass to the evidence of the early Fathers, observing 
the same method as with the citations from Scripture. Mr. 
Faber gives the passages from the Fathers all together in the 
_ beginning of his Chapter on Transubstantiation, and here towards 
the end of it, notices only those few of them, which, he says, 
* even in the slightest degree, can be deemed available to the 
“ Latin advocates,” passing by the rest without condescending 
to examine them. I shall bring them all back carefully to his 
_ observation, and probably give some others in addition. 
ἐλ}: 


' 


ΟΝ Hactenus docui, et adhuc doceo, parum referre, nec magni momenti 
questionem esse, sive quis pee in Eucharistia manere, sive non manere, 
et transubstantiari credat.—LurHer. De Cena Domini. 
_ t Panem accepit, et verbo quo dicit, Hoc est corpus meum, mufat panem 
im corpus suum, et dat manducandum discipulis—LuruHer. Op. Editio 
Wittemberg—Tom. ii. pag..245, 
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St. Ignatius flourished at the end of the first century, and wrote 
as follows : “They (the Docete) abstain from the Eucharist and 
“ prayer; because they do not confess the Eucharist to be the 
“ flesh of our Saviour Jesus Christ, which suffered for our sins, 
“‘ which the Father raised up by his goodness. hae — 
“ἐς who contradict this gift of God, die disputing.’’* 

“1 have no pleasure in corruptible food, nor in the delights 
“ of this. life : I wish for the bread of God, the heavenly bread, 
“ the bread of life, which is the flesh of Jesus Christ, the Son a 
“ God, born afterwards of the seed of David: and I wish forthe 
‘‘ drink of God, his blood, who is incorruptible love and life 
* eternal.’’f ; 

One would think that no words could afford a testimony plainer 
and more positive, than these of St. Ignatius. Speaking of the 
heretics called Docetee—who held that Christ had no real, bu 
only an apparent body, he says, that they abstained from th 
Eucharist, because they did not acknowledge it “ to be the flesh 
“of our Saviour Jesus Christ: which suffered for our sins.” 
What says Mr. Faber to this?» That if we intend to build upon 
this, that the Eucharist is really, or as he says, literally, the body 
and blood of our Divine Redeemer, nothing can ,be more weak 
and inconclusive. For whether the words of consecration be 
understood literally or figuratively, the Docete would have 
refrained from the Eucharist, in consequence of not believing 
that Christ himself took a real body ; so that in either case, they 
could not have received the Eucharist without a practical ἜΝ 
donment of their sentiments. di: 

To what lengths a man will go when obstinately wedded to =| 
favourite system! But how easy is the task of refuting this poor 
reasoning! The Docetz held Christ’s body to have been only appa- 
rent : consequently their opposition to the Eucharist must have 
been excited by the Catholic belief that it contained a real body. 
If the orthodox had held only a figurative, an unreal, an unsub-— 
stantial body, the mere phantom of a body in the Eucharist, surely 
these heretics could have had no objection to receive it. How 


* S. Ienatii, Epist. ad Smyrneos, ὃ Vii. ; JB 
+ S. Ianatit, Epist. ad Romanos, § vii. os 
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would it have been inconsistent with their principles to partake 
of the mere figure of a body? It would on the contrary have ~ 
exactly fallen in with their ideas, that Christ’s body was there, 
_ just as it had been during his visible residence on earth, a 
_ figurative body only. Mr. Faber’s communion-table would have 
exactly suited these fantastical heretics. He would have told 
_ them that there was no real change nor any substantial presence 
of Christ’s body. But St. Ignatius gives a very different account. 
_ He does not say that the Doceté abstained, because they did 
ποῦ confess Christ to have taken real flesh; but “ because they 
_ “donot confess the Eucharist to be the flesh of our Saviour Jesus 
_ © Christ which suffered.” What can supply plainer proof that the 
_ Catholics believed the flesh in both cases to be identical; the 


_ flesh in the Eucharist to be the same as the flesh which suffered Ὁ 


And as it is certain that the Church believed the latter to have 
_ been real flesh, so is it equally certain that she believed the flesh 
in the Eucharist to be real flesh, and because the Docete did not 
believe this, they consistently, though erroneously, abstained from 
it. Therefore these words of this very early Father, who 
succeeded Evodius in the See of Antioch, only 26 years after 
St. Peter, affords the most splendid testimony to the true and» 
substantial presence of our Blessed Saviour’s flesh in the holy 
Kucharist. Let the Docete have abstained from whatever 
᾿ motive, from a system or a syllogism as crackbrained as any ever 
engendered at Long-Newton; still there remains the invincible 
_ testimony of St. Ignatius, that the Eucharist is the flesh of Christ, 
_ the same flesh which suffered for our sins, the same flesh which 
᾿ was again raised up to life. And in no other way can it be so, 
_ but by Transubstantiation. δ 

_ Mr. Faber makes a ridiculous effort to enlist Tertullian on his 
_ side, who, he says, adopts the same line of argument against 
_ Marcion, who held equally with the Docete that Christ had no real 
; body, at the very time when he is stating that the bread is a figure 
of Christ’ s body. From which I suppose he would infer, that 
| ian considered the Eucharist to be only figurative, which 
| wat be a first false inference : and that the Docete and Mar. 

cionites would therefore consistently abstain from the Eucharist, 
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which would be a second false inference, as already shewn, 
Tertullian argues against Marcion that Christ had a real body, 
because bread was formerly a figure of his body, and if there had 
been no real body, it could not -have been prefigured. 
following are his words: “‘ Having then professed that he desired 
“with desire to eat the pasch as his*own,—for it would be 
“‘ unworthy of God to desire that of another,—he made the bread 
“ his body which he had taken and distributed to his disciples, 
“ saying, This is my body, that is, the figure of my body. But 
“it would not have been a figure, unless the body was true. 
“ For an empty thing, which a phantom is, could not. receive δ᾽ 1 
“ figure. Or if he made bread to be his body, because (1. 6. while) 
“he had no real body: then he must have delivered up bread 
“for us. It would have suited the vain notion of Marcion f ir 
“ bread to be crucified for us. But why did he call bread. his 
“ body, and not rather a pumpkin, which Marcion had instead 
“of a heart? not understanding that this had been an ancient 
“ figure of the body of Christ, who says by Jeremias : They have 
“ thought devices against me, saying: Come, let us put wood om 
“his bread, that is the cross on his body. Therefore the 
“ illuminator of antiquities sufficiently declared what he then 
““ meant bread tu have signified, calling bread his body.’* An 
attentive consideration of this passage will convince the reader 
that Tertullian’s object was to prove that Christ had a real body, 
and that bread in the Old Testament was understood to be a 
figure of Christ’s real body. Now Mr. Faber could not : 
ventured to cite a passage more distinctly condemnatory ας 


* Professus itaque se concupiscentia concupisse edere pascha ut = 
indignum enim ut quid alienum concupisceret Deus,—acceptum panem, 
distributum discipulis, corpus illum suum fecit, hoe est corpus meum dicendo, 

id est, figura corporis mei. Figura autem non ‘fuisset, nisi veritatis i co 
pus. Ceterum vacua res, quod est phantasma, figuram ‘capere non post 
Aut si propterea panem corpus sibi finxit, quia corporis carebat veritate: 
ergo panem debuit tradere pro nobis. F aciebat ad vanitatem eee 
panis crucifigeretur. Cur autem panem corpus suum appellat, et non 
peponem, quem Marcion cordis loco habuit? non intelligens veterem fui 
istam figuram corporis Christi, dicentis per Hieremiam. Adversus by 
cogitaverunt cogitatum dicentes: “* Venite, conjiciamus lignum in ms 

“* ejus,” scilicet crucem in corpus ejus. Itaque illuminator antiquitat ans 
quid tune voluerit significasse panem, satis declaravit, corpus suum νοῦ 
panem.—TERTULLIANI Adv. Marcion, Lib. tv. § al. 
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figurative sense in the Eucharist. And of this he really seems 
aware; for he does not run the risk of any discussion of its 
meaning, but just intimating in two lines that Tertullian asserts 
that even in the Gospel, “ bread was employed as a figure or 
“ symbolical material form of Christ’s body,” he scuffles off to 
divert his readers’ attention from this splendid passage, by 
confusedly mixing up together the arguments of St. Justin, St. 
TIreneus, and St. Cyril. | 
But I shall require his attention to this passage by Tertullian. 
He has chosen to cite it; and he must be compelled to see its 
full bearing in favour of our doctrine. Tertullian was bent upon 
‘proving against Marcion that Christ had a real body. He takes 
one proof from the fact of bread having been in the Old Testament 
a known figure of Christ’s body: and he draws thence the 
natural inference that Christ’s body must be real, because bread 
could not have been a figure of a figure, but must have typified 
a reality. Bread then being established to have been an ancient 
figure of Christ’s real body, Tertullian instances the fact of our 
Saviour having taken the figure, and changed it into the reality 
at his Last Supper; and this he brings as a further proof against 
Marcion that Christ had a real body. For it would have been 
very absurd to say that our Lord took the figure and made it 
another figure, that is, made it a mere phantom body, such as 
Marcion attributed to our Saviour. ‘Tertullian therefore says: 
“ He made the bread his body.’ Mr. Faber, not sufficiently 
attending to this obvious purpose of Tertullian, claims him as a 
witness for the figurative sense, because he thus concludes his 
‘sentence : “ saying, This is my body, that is, the figure of my 
“body.” But here I must remind him of his own boasted 
maxim; that if he would argue at all relevantly, he ought to 
‘shew, not what the Fathers say, but what they mean. Tertullian 
undoubtedly says this; but it is very easy to prove that his 
“meaning was directly opposite to what Mr. Faber would 
conclude. 
Mr. Faber is surely sufficiently acquainted with Tertullian’s 
| rugged style, to know, that his collocation of words and 
phrases is not always according to the usual forms of lan- 
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guage. What he means ὉΠ is certainly what we should have 
written thus : “ saying, This is my body, that is, the bread which 
“was the acknowledged figure of my body, is now made my 
“ real body.” . That this:is a legitimate paraphrase of Tertullian’s 
words, can be readily shewn, from the known peculiarity of his 
style, from the context of the passage, and from the whole drift. 
of his argument. ‘Tertullian is remarked for a respectful unwil- 
lingness to interrupt the order of a scriptural text, which often. 
leads him to a transposition, such as he uses in this place. Thus 
speaking of Christ, he says : “Christ is dead, that is, anointed,’* 
where he evidently means to say : “ Christ, that is the anointed, 
“is dead.” .And again, “I will open to a parable mine ear, 
“ that is a similitude :’> this example occurs in the ‘same Book 
IV. against Marcion, which ‘contains our passage now under: 
discussion. cn 
That ‘Tertullian used a similar transposition in the present 
case, will appear from the context. Observe what: immediately, 
follows. “But it would not have been (fwisset) ἃ figure, unle 
“ the body was true.” He does not'say “ it would not: be,” (ess 
though in Mr. Faber’s sense,—of the bread still continuing “ 
a mere figure,—he ought to have said so: but he says: “it 
would not have been,” that is, bread would not have'been a ‘oul 
in the Old Law, if Christ’s body was not a,true body to'be pre= 
figured. Does not this at once demonstrate the sense of his pre= 
vious transposition ὃ But he goes on to argue that Christ made the 
bread become the same body which was crucified for us. Now; 
Mr. Faber, now’ at least, acknowledge how your. false notion is’ 
prostrated by Tertullian: ἀπ escape his compliment to the 
pumpkin-skull of Marcion, if youcan. If,’ says he, “ he made 
“bread to be his body, because he had no real. body; then he: 
“ must’ have. delivered up bread for us.” Here he’ plainly 
intimates that Christ made the bread become the very body 
which was crucified. And as he sarcastically displays as the 


* Dicendo denique, Christus mortuus est, id est, unctus ; ‘id ἘΠῚ 
unctum est, mortuum ostendit, id est, carnem. _Tertuny. Adv. Prasat 
Cap. xvvia. . 9 pier 

4, Apa in parobolam os meum, id est. similitudinem —TERTULIs 
A arcion. Lib, iv. Cap, αἰ. 
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inevitable consequence of Marcion’s error, that bread must have 
been crucified for us: so Mr. Faber’s false doctrine would lead 
to the like inevitable absurdity, and he must own on Tertullian’s 
principle, that bread morally changed, that is, not really changed 
at all, was crucified for us. So I am very certain, that if Tertul- 
lian had written against Mr. Faber instead of Marcion, he would 
have taunted him with his pumpkin-skull, or pumpkin-heart. 
For in fact, if we attend but another moment to the object of 
both St. Ignatius and Tertullian, which was to refute the Docete 
and Marcionites, we must see that if Mr. Faber’s ideas be 
admitted, these Fathers would have only confirmed the errors, 
which they had undertaken to refute. They argue well, that if 
Jesus Christ had not a real body, we should not receive in the 
Eucharist his real flesh and blood. But we do receive this, for 
Christ made the bread his real body: therefore he must have 
had a real body. This is their line of argument, simple, intel- 
ligible, and unanswerable.’ But putit into Mr. Faber’s pumpkin, 
and it is quickly weak, watery, and inapplicable. Nay, it even 
tends to confirm the error of the Docete. For it tells them that 
the body of Christ in the Eucharist is not a real body; and they 
are furnished at once with an additional proof that Christ never 
had areal body. So that, from the known peculiarity of style 
familiar to Tertullian,—from the context of the very passage’ 
whence the phrase is taken,—and from the object and tenor of 
his whole argument, it is proved that his words, so far from 
impugning, powerfully attest the Catholic doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation. 

_ St. Justin wrote thus in the second century: “This food is 
“ called among us the Eucharist : of which it is not lawful for 
“any other to partake, but one who believes those things to be 
_ “true which we teach, and who has been washed in the laver for 
- emission of sins and regeneration, and so lives as Christ has 
“delivered. For we do not receive these as common bread or 
“common drink : but as Jesus Christ our Saviour, having been 
“made flesh by the word of God, had both flesh and blood for 
“our salvation: so we have been taught that the food, over 
“which thanks have been given by the prayer of the word which 

K k 
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“came from him, by which (food) our blood and flesh are 
ἐς nourished by transmutation, is both the flesh and blood of 
“ Jesus made flesh.”’* § 
This passage again is so explicit and powerful, that no unpre- 
judiced reader could fail to understand from it that St. Justin 
testified of the Eucharist precisely what we testify at this day; 
namely that what appears to the senses to be mere common 
bread and drink, are in truth the real body and blood of Christ 
transubstantiated by the prayer of the words of consecration. 
And such a reader would, I am persuaded, be at a loss to con- 
ceive what objection could be raised against a testimony so pointed 
and complete. ᾿ 
Mr. Faber however has the assurance to tell us in the first 
place, that though St. Justin institutes a comparison between 
the mystery of the Incarnation and that of the Eucharist, yet 
that no comparison favourable to Transubstantiation was ever 
intended; but that St. Justin merely compares the two ag 
equally certain scriptural doctrines! Doos he think by such a 
contemptible effort to set aside the plain positive evidence borne 
on the very face of St. Justin’s words? Let us only consider 
what the holy Father said and meant, as evinced by his own 
argumentation. He had said that Christians did not receive the 
Eucharistic species as common bread or drink; he was proceed- | 
ing to declare that they were in reality the flesh and blood of 
Jesus made flesh. But as this would be proclaiming a most. 
miraculous change of the sacramental bread and wine, he 
prepares us for the belief of this stupendous declaration, by advert- 
ing to another mysterious miracle of the divine power, by which 
Christ took real flesh and blood, by the word of God. So then, 
he argues, that just in the same manner (ὃν τρόπον) as the Incar- 
nation was a miracle of divine omnipotence, by which Christ had! 
real flesh, so (ὅτως) the Eucharist is equally a miracle of divine» 
omnipotence, by which the food is made the same flesh and blood” 
of that same Jesus made flesh: éxsivs Te σαρκοποιηθέντος ᾿Ιεσοῦ καὶ 
σάρκα καὶ αἷμα ἐδιδάχθημεν εἶναι. But if he had only intended to’ 
intimate a figurative sense and no real change, it would have’ 
* S$. Justini, Apolog. i. 
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been superfluous to introduce the miracle of the Incarnation : 
for assuredly it would require no miracle to constitute the bread 
a sign or symbol only of Christ’s body. Therefore I conclude 
that St. Justin’s comparison must have been intended as perfectly 
antithetical; and that Mr. Faber’s attempt to elude its force is 
perfectly ridiculous. 

So much for his first objection ; and now for his second. He 
- contends that St. Justin did not understand the words of insti- 
᾿ς tution, as did the Council of Trent. And of this he adduces the 
most extraordinary proof; that St. Justin says, “ our blood and 
_ “flesh are nourished by transmutation,” by the holy Eucharist. 
_ The reader will wonder by what perverse ingenuity these words 
could be made to oppose the Council of Trent. But he 
shall see this rich specimen of the Rector’s powers. Mr. 
Faber had found it stated in a proposition in the Faith of 
Catholics on certain points of Controversy, that the sacred body 
and blood of Christ, being present really and substantially in 
the Eucharist, but yet sacramentally, and in a manner proper to 
the character of his exalted and glorified body, are not obnoxious 
to corporal contingences. He supposes most gravely that this 
statement is built upon the following words of the Council of 
Trent, speaking of the Mass: “ And this is that clean oblation ; 
“‘ which cannot be defiled by any unworthiness or wickedness of 
_ “those who offer it.”* And he solemnly adds that such infer- 
ence strikes him “ as being perfectly correct :” to which I must 
_ append: riswm teneatis amici! There is no connexion whatever 
_ between the two propositions : for the latter refers to the efficacy 
and intrinsic value and purity of the sacred oblation, as being 
_ independent of the dispositions of the priest who offers; which 
᾿ our divines are accustomed to express by saying that the Mass 
__ is efficacious ex opere operato, and not ex opere operantis: but 
_ the former proposition relates to the sacramental mode of Christ’s 
_ presence in the Eucharist; intimating that though his body and 
| blood are there really and substantially present, his body is not 
| there in the way in which bodies naturally exist, but in a manner 
_ proper to his body raised from the dead and glorified. That is, 
τς * Concil. Trid. Sess. xxii. Cap. i. De Instit. Sacrif. Missa. 

‘Kk2 
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the body of Christ is not now, as it was when he lived on earth, 
obnoxious to corporal contingences, heat, cold, pain, hunger, and 
other sufferings and necessities; but in a state glorified, impas- 
sible, and incapable of suffering any pain or indignity. Mr. 
Faber, with the book before him, must have seen that the authors 
founded their statement, not upon a sentence of the Council 
way connected with it, but upon a reason which they give, anda 
profession of the Holy Synod which they quote. They expressly 
state as the grounds of their Proposition, the doctrine previous y 
proved, that the body of Christ is really present: they maintain 
that their latter Proposition is a necessary consequence of their 
former, and they immediately confirm it by a decree of Trent, in 
which it is said that Christ is present in the: Eucharist’ “ really, 
“ but sacramentally, in that way of existence, which, though in 
“ words we can hardly express it, the mind, illumined ‘by “faith, 
“can conceive to be possible to God, and which we are boun 
“ firmly to believe.”* After this twofold exposition of the grounds 
upon which the statement is built that the body of Christ in the 
Kucharist, is not obnoxious to corporal contingences, ἴον aS 
affectation or something worse in Mr. Faber, to suppose it to 2€ 
built upon a principle with which it could have no concern. 

Having seen what the Council of Trent has decided as to the 
mode in which the body of Christ is present in the Holy 
Eucharist, it is easy to shew that St. Justin’s language is no 
opposed to that of the Council, Mr. Faber decrees that it i 
“ abundantly plain” that St. Justin did not understand the word: 
of Institution as did the Council: of Trent. That holy he 


tells us that by the Eucharist “ our flesh and blood are nouris 
“‘ by transmutation.” And Mr. Faber can see no other, no a 
meaning of the holy Father’s words, than that the consecrate 

elements “ contribute, like the reception of any other food, to the 
ἐς animal nourishment of our bodies, through the agency of thai 
“ chemical mutation which every species of food in the process ¢ 

* digestion alike experiences.” νὰ Ξ 


* Sacramentaliter presens sua substantia nobis adsit, ea existendi ratic 
quam etsi verbis exprimere vix possumus, possibilem tamen esse 
cogitatione per fidem  illustrata, assequi possumus, et constantissime cr 
debemus.—UConCIL. ‘SRIDENT. Sess. xill. De. Euch. Cup. 7. 
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“ It is abundantly plain,” that St. Justin never contemplated 
that his words would be thus subjected to a learned paraphrase 
on chemical and peptic principles. It was quite enough for him 
to declare that “ our flesh and blood are nourished by transmu- 
“tation,” with the flesh and blood of Christ ; and to mean 
what St. Augustin did, when he represented our Lord as thus 
addressing the communicant : “ Grow, and thou shalt feed on 
“me. Nor shalt thou change me into thee, like the food of thy 
ἐς flesh, but thou shalt be changed into me.”* This was sufficient 
transmutation for St. Justin, as it was for St. Ireneus and 
Tertullian, when both spoke, as we shall soon see, of our flesh 
being nourished, and our substance augmented by the body and 
blood of Christ... But Mr. Faber was to shew how such lan- 
guage contradicts that of Trent. ΝΟΥ, the plain fact is, that the 
Council of Trent says not a syllable of an opposite tendency. I 
have shewn how mistaken or hypocritical Mr. Faber was, in his 
explanation of the body of Christ in the Eucharist not being 
obnoxious to corporal contingences: I have shewn the real 
meaning of this expression, arising from the circumstance of the 
glorified state of our Lord’s body rendering it incapable of suf- 
fering any want, any pain, or indignity. If Mr. Faber can find 
a single le of the Council of Trent, which declares that our 
flesh may not be nourished, though in a sublime and ineffable 
| manner, by the flesh and blood of Christ in the Eucharist, then 
_ [will admit the language of these’ Fathers to be opposed to it ; 
but not till then. δὰ mek BILE , | 
ΟΠ I deny, ‘therefore, Mr. Faber’s unproved assertion, that the 
_ language of these early witnesses’ is “wholly incompatible with 
_ “the modern Latin doctrine of 'Transubstantiation :’ and I 
_ smile at his conceited conclusion, that from the very testimony 
| of these Fathers, “it is evident : that The primitive Church 
_ “could never have held the doctrine of Transubstantiation.” 
Why, this very language is a triumphant proof of the contrary. 
Men who held that even our flesh is nourished by the flesh of 
Christ, did they not believe in Transubstantiation ? They not 


_* Cresce, et manducabis me. Nec tu me in te mutabis, sicut cibum 
carnis tue, sed tu mutaberis in me.—S. Ava. Conf. Lid. vii. Cap. x. 
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hold that the flesh of Christ is really and substantially present, 
when they declare that even our bodily substance is nourished 
by eating that sacred flesh! What then did they believe? That 
our flesh is nourished by @ figure, by the flesh of Christ morally 
present ; that is, not present at all? O no, replies Mr. Faber ; 
they believed,—at least St. Justin believed,—that the Eucharist 
was still bread and wine, but morally changed from a secular 
application to a holy purpose: “We do not receive these as 
* common bread or common drink,” ; 
Are we then to suppose that St. Justin, that profound phig 
losopher and illustrious Father, could be so puerile. as to speak 
of the nourishment afforded to the body, by the morsel of bread 
and the sup of wine taken at a Protestant Communion table? 
Is it thus that the glorious and transcendant mystery of the 
adorable Eucharist is degraded by the Rector’s absurd. notion 
of a moral change and a real absence? Well might Jeremy 
Taylor say of the holy Sacrament, “ It hath fared with this as 
“ with other actions of religion, which have descended from 
“flames to still fires, from fires to sparks, from sparks to 
“embers, from embers to smoke, from smoke to nothing "- 
And had he lived in our days, he would have been tempted (0. 
put in place of the last word, Faberism, or moral change. 
But let these degrading ideas and their consequences, rest | 
with the flimsy age which has invented them: they belong not 
to the Church of God, and assuredly they had no share in the’ 
doctrine of St. Justin. When he says: “ We do not receive) 
“‘ these as common bread or common drink,” he adds, that they 
are the flesh and blood of Jesus made flesh, by which our ἔνι. 
and flesh are nourished by transmutation. He declares abso- 
lutely that they are the body and blood of Christ ; he says) 
nothing of their being so only in figure. Yet if we μού the 
object of his writing, he must have availed himself gladly of such’ 
a doctrine, had it been true. For he was writing an Apology 
against the Pagans, who constantly accused the Christians of 
eating human flesh. How gladly, then, would St. Justin have 
taken the occasion to explain that the Eucharistic food was only 
figuratively the flesh and blood of Christ. How imprudent 
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would it have been, while he was attempting to remove the 
prejudices of the Pagans, to use such absolute terms as were 
only calculated to confirm them. Yet so he did ; and the plain 
inference must be, that St. Justin meant precisely what his 
words imply, that the Eucharist was really and substantially the 
flesh and blood of Christ. 

His expression, common bread and common drink, is no obstacle. 
For in the first place, he does not say, bread and wine, but dread 
and drink, which gives bread merely the sense of meat, or food, or 
nourishment, as if he had said: “ we do not receive these as 
ἐς common articles of food, common meat and drink.” But 
secondly, he might call the Eucharist bread, even as our Saviour 
himself said: He that eateth this bread shall live for ever :* not 
however calling it common bread, because after consecration it is 
not material bread, such as we use in common life, but only 
apparent bread to our senses, while it is become heavenly bread 
for the nourishment of our souls. If the holy Father speaks of 
its nourishing our bodies, he means, in common with other 
Fathers, who use similar expressions, that by the holy Eucharist 
our flesh is fed, not for earthly and material growth, but nourished 
to resurrection and immortality ; in which sense also our Divine 
Redeemer said: He that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, 
hath everlasting life: and I shall raise him up in the last day, for 


for my flesh is meat indeed; and my blood is drink indeed.t+ 
_ Enough, I trust, has been said to clear up all difficulty about this 


valuable testimony of St. Justin. In a former work, I had 


already explained these expressions in a manner which ought 


either to have satisfied Mr. Faber, or elicited some reason for his 


| not being convinced; but in his usual disingenuous mode of 
| conducting controversy, he has not taken the least notice of 


what was adduced. It may not be too much to hope that the 
more candid reader will do me the justice to refer to those 
| observations, and that he will find them satisfactory.t 

The next passages to be considered, are from St. Ireneus. 
| They afford pointed evidence in our favour: but Mr. Faber 


* St. John, vi. 59. + St. John, vi. 55, 56. 
1 See Reply to Faber’ $ Supplement, by the Rey. F. C. Husenbeth, page 155. 
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hurries over them with a cursory remark, and a brief note, 
applying only to a single expression. I shall carefully give these 
quotations; and then dwell upon their force, which the Rector 
has so vainly attempted to elude. St. Irenzeus: wrote in the 
second century. There are three extracts to be considered: but 
as the first has been already given and discussed above,* I: shall 
only here advert to the strong language in which St. Ireneus 
there attests the real presence : ‘‘ And in like manner the cup, 
“ which according to us, is of the creature, he confessed to be his 
“own blood.” ro τ 
In the second passage from St. Irenzeus, we sebbbi as follows: 
“ How can they (the heretics) be certain, that that bread over 
“‘ which thanks have been given, is the body of their Lord, and 
“ the chalice of his blood, if they do not admit that be is the 
'“ Son of the Creator of the world?...... But how again do, 
“ they say that that flesh turns to corruption, and receives n 
“life, which is nourished with the body and blood of the Lord? 
“ Therefore either let them change their opinion, or abstain from 
“ offering those things which have been foretold. | But our belief 
“ accords with the Eucharist, and the Eucharist again confirms: 
“ our belief. For we offer to him those things which are his, 
* declaring in a proper manner the communication and mond 
“ the flesh and of the spirit. For even as bread which is of the 
“ earth receiving the invocation of God, is no longer common 
“ bread, but the Eucharist, consisting of two things, terrestria” 
“ and celestial; so also our bodies receiving the Eucharist, are 
“ not now corruptible, having the hope of resurrection.’ 
The other extracts from St. Irenzeus are these: “ But ther 
“ are altogether vain, who despise the universal disposition 0” 
“ God, and deny the salvation of the flesh and despise it) 
© regeneration, saying that it is not capable of incorruptibility 
“ So according then to these things, the Lord neither redeemet 
“ us by his blood, nor is the chalice of the Eucharist the com 
“ munication of his blood, nor is the bread which we break, 
“ communication of his body...... That chalice which is — 4 


* Page 231. 
+ 5. Irena Adv. Hari Lib. iv. Cap. veviv. 
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«ὁ created thing, he confirmed his blood, which was shed, from 
ἐς which he increases our blood; and that bread which is of the 
“ creature, his body, from which he increases our bodies. When 
“ therefore the mingled chalice, and the made up bread* receives 
“the word of God, and becomes the Eucharist of the blood and 


© body of Christ, from which the substance of our flesh is 


“ augmented and constituted; how can they deny that flesh to 


_ “be capable of the gift of God, which is life eternal, which is 
nourished by the blood and body of Christ, and is his 
- ™ member ?”+ 


It must be observed, that St. Irenzeus in these passages is 
confuting the Marcionite heretics, who denied Christ to be the 
Son of the Creator, and to be himself the Creator of the world. 


St. Irenzeus proves the contrary, by the acknowledged belief even 


of these herétics themselves, that the Eucharist is the body and 


_ blood of our Lord Jesus Christ. He urges the wonderful change 
effected by the words of Christ in the consecration of the 


_ Eucharist, as a proof of Christ’s being the Creator: for such a 
_ change of bread and wine into the real body and blood of Christ 


| 
i 
} 
᾿ 
; 
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_ requires no less a power than that of the great Creator. But 
St. Ireneeus could not have argued thus, if he had not held a real 
substantial change; since it evidently does not require omnipo- 
tent power to impart a new character, or a new signification to 
those created things which still remain substantially bread and 


_/wine. Therefore the Saint calls upon the heretics either to 


‘renounce their errors concerning Christ, or to cease from 


_ offering the Eucharist. Again he argues that even our bodies 
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i 
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816 nourished with the body of Christ: therefore that body 
must be really present on earth in the Eucharist. Mr. Faber 


| 
_ does not attempt to explain away the force of these arguments : 


he probably thought it his best policy to pass them by in total 
silence. But he ventures upon one and only one remark upon 
all these valuable extracts from St. Ireneus. He attempts to 
“explain in favour of his own system, those words of the Saint : 


| cha what right has Mr. Faber translated this expression broken bread ? 
The text is, ὁ γεγονως ἄρτος. fuctus panis. See Grabe’s Ireneus, page 397. 
| ¢ S. Irena Adv. Hereses, Lib. v. Cap. ii. 
Ll 
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“For even as bread which is of the earth, receiving the invoca- 
“tion of God, is no longer common bread, but the Eucharist, 
“ consisting of two things, terrestrial and celestial; so also our: 
“ bodies receiving the Eucharist, are not now corruptible, having 
“the hope of resurrection.” This Mr. Faber understands to 
imply that the Eucharist consists of bread as the terrestrial 
thing, and Christ spiritually present, as the heavenly thing. But | 
_ let us not lose sight of the holy Father’s object, the rememb 
of which will at once throw a clear light upon these expr 
He was refuting the Marcionites. He was proving the real 
divine and creative power of Christ, by their own belief of ‘he . 
Eucharist. He had just said that our bodies become incorrupti- 
ble by a worthy participation of the body of Christ. Here then) 
he only extends the same argument; and when he speaks of 16 
Eucharist consisting of two things, terrestrial and celestial, hi Ἵ 
means that it consists of Christ’s body and soul and hums n 
nature, to which he gives the name of ¢errestrial, because our 
Saviour took them from the earth, from the womb of his Virgin: 
Mother; and that it consists at the same time of the Divine and” 
Eternal Word, hypostatically united to the human nature in the 
person of the Son of God,—which he calls the celestial thing: 
contained in the Eucharist. And from this he infers, that our 
bodies receiving the Eucharist, are rendered incorruptible, 
because the reception of Christ’s real body imparts to our bodies 
a principle of life and resurrection: a consequence which coulé 
not be said to follow to our Jodies from a mere spiritual parti Ἢ 
pation of Christ, spiritually, and not really present, as this coul 
only nourish the sowl of the receiver. 1 need not dwell upon the 
plain and convincing language of the remaining passages fre 
St. Irenzeus, which yet more fully develope the same argumer ts. 
Mr. Faber has not ventured a syllable upon them. 1 
I have now followed out the whole of Mr. Faber’s remark) 
incongruously huddled together, upon the passages. from SS” 
Ignatius, Justin, and Irensus, In the pursuit of my leader, — 
had to notice one very important passage from Tertullian, t 


y a 
E™ 


which it will be advantageous to the reader to refer back a, fey ‘ 
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extracts from that valuable witness. Mr. Faber begins by 
repeating his groundless assertion that Tertullian contradicts 
Transubstantiation by asserting that our flesh is fed by the body 
and blood of Christ. To which I repeat my reply, that such 
expressions commonly used by the holy Fathers, only confirm 
the doctrine, by expressing most distinctly the substantial 
presence of that sacred flesh and blood, with which even our 
bodies are nourished. By such language the holy Fathers did 
not teach that the Eucharist nourished the body in the same way 
as corporal food, but that it so nourished them as to entitle them_ 
to a glorious resurrection and life eternal. 

I shall not here repeat what has been already adduced* in 
proof of the utility of the first passage cited from Tertullian in 
favour of the Catholic belief, but proceed to the consideration of 
the remaining citations from the same Father, copied by Mr. 
Faber from the Faith of Catholics on certain points of contro- 
versy. The second runs thus: “ He indeed, even to the present 
“ time, rejected neither that water of the Creator, by which he 
“ washes his own, nor the oil with which he anoints his own, 
ἐς nor the communion of honey and milk with which he suckles 
“his own, nor the bread by which he represents his own body ; 
“ needing, even in his own sacraments, the beggarly elements of 
“the Creator.”+ Mr. Faber contends that in this, as well as in 

the first passage, Tertullian contradicts the doctrine of Transub- 
_ stantiation; and he commends the moral honesty of the compilers 
of the work just mentioned, for having cited them with “a 
“somewhat whimsical sort of fairness,” greatly to their credit. 
| It would have been well if Mr. Faber had learned to imitate, as 
well as applaud, such honesty: he would then have informed his 
_ readers of two notes added in the same work which help to clear 
up the obscurity of these passages. Tertullian uses the words 
“nec panem quo ipsum corpus suum representat,” nor the bread 
(did he reject) by which he represents his own body. This 
. however Mr. Faber has no right to interpret in favour of the 
_ bread being present, and the body of Christ absent, or as he says, 
only morally present, which is the same thing. The word 


* Page 253. + TeRTULLIAN. Adv. Marcionem—Lib. 1, 
CE? 
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representare is occasionally used by classical writers, and by the 
holy Fathers in the sense of rendering present. Coa 
rough African Latin is not to be explained by a Ciceroni 
standard, though in this instance Cicero himself uses the word 
in the sense of rendering present: “ Neque expectare oa 
“ medicinam quam representare ratione possumus.”* But Ter- 
tullian’s language in other places affords the best rule for 
determining his meaning here. He says in his Book on Prayei 
“ Si ad Dei voluntatem et ad nostram suspensionem pertin 
“regni Dominici representatio, quomodo quidam protractum 
“ quemdam in seculo postulant?”’t That is: “ If the actual 
“* »resence (or possession) of the kingdom of the Lord is according 
“ to his will and our expectation, how is it that some desire a 
‘‘ certain prolongation of their lives in the world?” Again in 
his Book on the Resurrection of the Flesh, he uses the same 
word to mean that the flesh shall be present at the last judgme t: 
“ Itaque plenitudinem perfectionemque judicii, non nisi de totius 
“ hominis representatione constare.”{ And in the very Treatise 
against Marcion from which the objected passage is ull 
Tertullian uses the same word to express our Saviour’s presence 
on Mount Thabor.|| ᾿ But besides the strong presumptive proo : 
thus afforded in favour of the Catholic interpretation of the word 
representat in the passage now under consideration, a carefi 
inspection of the sentence itself will throw evident light on its 
meaning. ΤΥ 
Tertullian says “ representat corpus suuM,” he renders present 
his own body. If he only meant, “he represents his body, 
why did he add suwm, his own body? There would have beer 
nothing extraordinary in merely representing his body: and | we 
do not say of the portrait of a man, that it represents the mar 
himself ; it is enough to say that it represents the man. Buti 
we wish to express the actual presence of a person whose prt 
sence is extraordinary and unexpected, we naturally say: the 
man himself is present. So Tertullian having simply said a 


* Ep. fam. Lib. δ: Ep. + Tertuu. De Oratione,§ 5. 
t Ibi μὰ τὴ Resur. Carnis, § xiv. 
|| Itaque jam representans eum: Hic est Filius meus, utique subauditut: 
quem repromisi. Terr. Adv. Marcionem—Lib. iv. Cap. 22. 
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the other sacraments of Baptism and Confirmation, that he 
washes us, and anoints us, suddenly alters his expressions when 
he comes to speak of the Eucharist, and having to declare a 
most extraordinary effort of divine power therein, he speaks of 
our Lord using the element of bread, by which to render present 
for our food his own real body. 

After such an attempt, the reader will be only amused with 
this stately announcement of Mr. Faber: “ We shall hereafter 
“ find, that Tertullian preserves his consistency throughout, in 
“teaching: that the bread and wine experience no material 
“ change of substance; and that they are to be viewed as 
*‘ symbols of Christ’s body and blood ;” to which he appends 
references to various extracts from Tertullian, which are entered 
as objections in Mr. Faber’s Second Book: and among them 
figures away a second time in due form the very one we have 
just put to flight. The reader may rest assured that Tertullian 
shall be proved consistent with himself and with Catholic doc- 
trine also, when we arrive in due course at these objections. 
Mr. Faber passes by some other important passages from Ter- 
tullian, quoted in the Faith of Catholics on certain points of 
controversy, which I shall record as a conclusion of the evidence 
of Tertullian. “ Our flesh feeds upon the body and blood of 
“ Christ, that our soul also may be fattened from God.”* A 
strong and energetic expression of a true and corporeal mandu- 
cation of the real substantial flesh and blood of Christ, than 
which language could supply nothing more explicit. “ What an 
“ enormous crime! The Jews once laid hands on Christ, but 
“ these daily insult his body. O hands deserving to be cut off! 
“ Let them see if it be not said by a similitude: If thy hand 
“ scandalize thee, cut it off. What hands more deserve to be 
“cut off, than those in which the body of the Lord is scan- 
“ dalized ?’+ 

“ Christ is our bread ; because Christ is life, and bread is 
“life : ‘Iam,’ he says, ‘ the bread of life.’ And a little above : 
“<The bread is the word of the living God, who descended 


* Tertuuu. De Resurrect. Carnis, § vill. 
+ Tertuuy. De Idololatria, § vii. 
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“from heaven.’ And also because his body is acknowledged 
“ὁ to be in the bread : ‘ This is my body.’ Therefore, while wd 
“ask for daily bread, we ask for life eternal in Christ, 
“ὁ inseparability from his body.”* τἡ 
In reporting the evidence adduced by our theologians from 
the early Fathers, in favour of Transubstantiation, Mr. Fabe 
after giving the various passages from SS. Ignatius, Justin, a 
Ireneeus, and from Tertullian, exhibits also the evidence of 
Origen, SS. Hippolytus and Cyprian, and from Firmilian of ; 
Cesarea, but without venturing a syllable upon all these te εἰ - 
monies, except that of St. Cyprian. The reader will form his 
own conjecture as to the motive which caused him to be th 1 
silent: but I shall carefully transcribe the evidence which he 
has passed by without comment, and it will be found of g 
value in the question before us. Origen wrote early in the thir ψ 
century. In his immortal work against Celsus, he speaks thu: 
“ Let Celsus, as ignorant of God, offer vows to demons : ut 
“‘ we who study to please the Creator of all things, eat bre: id 
“‘ offered with prayers and thanksgiving for benefits received, 
ἐς which is already made through prayer a certain body, holy ly, 
“and sanctifying those who use it with a sound purpose. ' d 
Here it will be observed that Origen employs the strongest 
terms to express the real change of the bread into the body of 
Christ : σῶμα γενομένους---ἅγιον TH καὶ ὡγιοίζον, being made, or 
having become a certain body, holy and sanctifying. ᾿- 
St. Hippolytus says, about the same period, when commenti ng 
on those words of the Proverbs, “ Come, eat my bread ¢ 
“ drink the wine which I have mingled for you: his divi ne 
“flesh and his venerable blood he has given to us, he says, to 
“ eat and drink for the remission of sins.” 1 “4 
There are seven quotations given by Mr. Faber from δε. δι 
Cyprian, but his single comment applies only to the last. t 
them therefore stand forth in all their strength against him. et 


“ A more severe and ferocious combat threatens, to which τὴ 


* TERTULL. De Oratione, § vi. 
¢ OrtGEn. contra Celsum, Lib, viii. p. 399, Edit. Cantab,. 
1.5. Hipponytr in Proverb. c.ia. Op. ΤΟ 1. Ὁ. 282. 
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“ soldiers of Christ should prepare themselves by incorrupt 
“ faith and robust virtue, considering that they daily drink the 
“ chalice of the blood of Christ, on purpose that they themselves 
“ may be enabled to shed their blood for Christ.”* 

«“ But now peace is not necessary for the weak, but for the 
“ strong ; nor are we to communicate with the dying, but with 
“ the living; that we may not leave those unarmed and naked, 
“ whom we excite and exhort to battle, but may fortify them 
“ with the protection of the blood and body of Christ.”’+ 

« For since Christ says: I am the true vine, the blood of Christ 
“ is certainly not water, but wine. His blood by which we are 
‘redeemed and sanctified, cannot be seen to be in the chalice, 
“ when there is no wine in the chalice, by which the blood of 
* Christ is exhibited.” } 

As Mr. Faber’s next quotation refers to the Mass, I reserve it 
for that subject which will immediately follow, and continue with 
the remaining passages. 

“ Returning from the altars of the devil, they approach to the 
“ holy of the Lord with hands sordid and infected with stench 
.... they invade the body of the Lord, .... violence is offered 
“to his body and blood; and they now sin more against the 
“ Lord by their hands and mouth, than when they denied the 
“ Lord.”’|| 

“ For Christ is the bread of life; and this bread belongs not 
“ to all, but itis ours. And as we say ‘ Our Father,’ because 
* he is the Father of those who understand and believe, so we 
“ call him our bread, because Christ is the bread of those who 
“touch his body .... When therefore he says that whoever 
“ eats of his bread lives eternally, as it is manifest that those 
“ have life who touch his body and receive the Eucharist by the 
“ right of communion, soon the other hand we must fear and pray 


* S$. Cyprrant, Epist. ἵν]. ad Thibaritanos, de exhortatione martyrii. 
+8. ΟὙρ, Epist. liv. ad Cornelium, de pace lapsis danda. 
15. Cyp. Epist. Ixili. ad Cecilium, de Sacramento Dominici calicis. As 
ὯΝ Ssage is brought as evidence against Transubstantiation in Mr. F aber’s 
II. the reader will find it fully vindicated in the corresponding part of 
the present work. y | 
' {| S. Cypr. De Lapsis, circa medium. 
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* lest any one abstaining ee from ~~ s body shoul 
“ remain far off from salvation.”* 
“ For when the Lord calis bread formed from the union of 
“ many grains, his body, he indicates our united people whom he 
“ carried; and when he calls wine pressed out and united from 
“ many banshee and berries of grapes, his blood, he signifies in 
“ like manner our flock gathered together by the commixture of 
* an united multitude.”+ a 
Mr. Faber considers an appeal on our part to this last passag 
as very infelicitous: arguing that since St. Cyprian teaches tha 
the Eucharist signifies Christ and his people, the Saint couldn 
have held Transubstantiation, or he must have believed that h 
bread and wine are transubstantiated into the united mystical body 
of Christ and his people. I suspect that this attempt on the 
part of Mr. Faber to represent the meaning of St. Cyprian, wil 
prove as infelicitous as any of his other like endeavours. W ¢ 
ever reads the passage with but ordinary attention, must see tha 
St. Cyprian does not mean that Christ indicated his people b 
the word ody, but that our Lord shewed forth his people by 
the bread composed of many grains. St. Cyprian explains tl 
reason why our Lord chose bread and wine for the mate : 
substances to be changed into his body and blood; namely εἶ 
those substances aptly represented his united people, who are 
the mystical body of which Christ Jesus is the head: but 8 
Cyprian does not here or elsewhere assert any thing in Ἢ 
slightest degree at variance with the Catholic doctrine of Trai 
substantiation. | 
Firmilian Bishop of Caesarea thus strongly expressed himse 
in an Epistle to St. Cyprian. “ But how great a crime i it 
“ either in those who admit, or in those who are admitted, witl 
“ out their filth being washed away by the laver of the Chureb 
‘or their sins publicly confessed, to touch the beady and blood 
“ of the Lord, by a rash reception of communion.”{ It will) 
have been noticed that the same expression of touching the i ἡ. 


* §. Cyprrani Lid. De oratione Dominica. 
+ Cypriant Epist. 76, Ad Magnum. 
t ΕἸΈΜΙΜΙΑΝΙ, ad 5. Cyp. Epist. 75, inter opera 8. Cypriani. 
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of the Lord, is used also by St. Cyprian. Such an expression 


in Mr. Faber’s creed on the Eucharist could not have been 
employed. A body to be touched, must be really and substan- 


tially present: a body spiritually present, or morally present, is 


_ not present at all, and therefore cannot be touched. 


I shall add as a splendid conclusion of the foregoing convincing 


passages of the early Fathers, in favour of Transubstantiation, 


a testimony first brought to light by the late indefatigable Vatican 
Librarian, Angelo Mai. It is from St. Amphilochius Bishop of 


-Iconium, who died before the close of the fourth century. It 


occurs in the Acts of a Council held at Constantinople in 1166 


entitled “ Synod upon the saying, The Father is greater than I.” 
‘These Acts have been published by Monsignor Mai from an 
original copy made during the life of the Emperor Manuel 
-Comnenus, who summoned the Council. He had first collected 


all the opinions of the ancient Fathers, some from works now 
lost; and these were submitted to the Council, and are found 
in the Acts now published. Among these, is a passage from St. 
Amphilochius, which incidentally furnishes an irrefragable evidence 
for Transubstantiation. The holy Father explains by various . 
antitheses, how Jesus Christ was at once equal and inferior to 


his Father, by exhibiting operations characteristic of his twofold 


nature, divine and human. “ The Father, therefore, is greater 


“than he who goeth unto him, not greater than he who is 


“always with him. And that I may speak compendiously; He 


“(the Father) is greater, and yet equal: greater than he who 
“asked ‘how many loaves have ye,’ equal to him who satis- 


“fied the whole multitude with five loaves; greater than he 
“who asked, ‘ where have ye laid Lazarus,’ equal to him who 
“raised Lazarus by his word; greater than he who said, 
-“©Who toucheth me?’ equal to him who dried up the inex- 
“haustible flux of the hemorrhoissa; ; greater than he who 
᾿ slumbered in the vessel, equal to him who rebuked the 
| « sea; greater than he who was judged by Pilate, equal to him 
“who freeth the world from judgment; greater than he who 
ἢ “was buffeted, and was crucified with thieves, equal to him 
“who justified the thief freecost ; ; greater than he who was 
Mm 
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“ stripped of his raiment, equal to him who clothes the soul; 

“ greater than he to whom vinegar was given to drink, equal to 

him who gives his own blood to drink ios τῇ τὸ dixéov οἰνοχοῦντος 
aiue.”* Here St. Amphilochius places the Eucharist among 
the highest miracles of divine power, and therefore he must have 
believed a real, substantial presence effected by Transubstantia- 

tion. He uses the phrase his own proper blood τὸ οἰκεῖον αἷμα, 
which entirely shuts out all ideas of symbolical or spiritual or 
moral presence, and precisely expresses a real substantial pre- 
sence. Monsignor Mai translates the Greek thus: “ aqualis ei 
“‘ qui proprium sanguinem ex vino facit,” equal to him who pro- 
duces his own blood from wine. It may be so rendered, and then. 
it becomes most decisive for Transubstantiation ; but. as the verb 
οἰνοχοεῖν was Often used in the simple sense of propinare, to give 
drink at a feast,t St. Amphilochius could not have used a more 
dignified word to express the sacred drink presented by our 
Lord at ‘his holy table, and it cannot be argued that the Saint, 
by selecting such a verb, did in the least insinuate the existence 
of wine in the chalice after that sublime consecration by which 

he made it his own blood.t I shall only add to this splendid 
chain of evidence from the early Fathers, that the man who 
could refuse to believe in Transubstantiation after seriously con- 
sidering ‘such testimony, would require even something more 

for his conviction, than if one should rise again from the dead.|} 


TESTIMONIES OF THE EARLY FATHERS FOR THE MASS, OR THE 
EvucHARIST AS A SACRIFICE. . 


Having thus exhibited the holy Fathers in evidence for Trang | 
substantiation, I follow the track of Mr. Faber, and proceed to 


* Scriptorum vet. nova collectio. 4to. Tom. iv. Rome, 1831. 7 

+ See it applied to pouring out and presenting nectar, in Homer’s Iliad, 

Book 1. line 597, and Book IV. line 3: and in a verse of Sappho preserved | 
by Athenzeus Deipnosaph. Lib. 2. Tom. iv. p. 55, ed. Schweighhauser, 

t The reader is referred to an erudite Article, from which the above 

remarks have been in substance borrowed, in the Cutholic Magazine for 

December, 1833, No. 35, page 277, written by a profound theologian, the” 
Rev. N. Wiseman, D.D. Rector of the English College at Rome. = 


{ St. Luke, xvi. 31. 
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shew that these venerable witnesses of the first three centuries. 
will also plainly vouch for the Catholic doctrine on the Mass 
that it is a propitiatory sacrifice for the living and for the dead. 
Mr. Faber endeavours to prove, that the Eucharist in the pri- 
mitive Church was not offered up, or considered a sacrifice at, 
or after the consecration, but that the oblations “ were simply 
“the unconsecrated bread and wine, presented upon the altar, 
“ at the commencement of the ceremony, under the aspect of 
“mere gifts or sacrifices of thanksgiving: nor have we the 
“ὁ slightest testimony, that the elements, after consecration, were 
“ ever, by the earliest Christians or the Christians before the 
“latter end of the third century, viewed as scrifices of any 
“ description, either eucharistic or piacular.” The reader will 
perceive the policy of choosing such a line of argument. It was 
impossible to deny that the primitive Christians offered sacrifice 
in the blessed Eucharist; too many evidences crowded upon Mr. © 
Faber, to leave ἃ hope of evasion: therefore he was driven to the 
miserable expedient of admitting the sacrifice, but denying its - 
sublime nature and glorious efficacy: and after the noble prefi- 
gurative sacrifices of the old law of shadows, and bondage, and 
figures ; after the awful immolations of the tabernacle of Moses, 
_and the gorgeous sacrifices of the temple of King Solomon, he 
would have these splendid types fulfilled in the new law of light, 
and liberty, and truth, by a poor and beggarly oblation of uncon- 
secrated bread and wine! Let us hasten away from these cold 
eonceptions, so unworthy of the majesty of the Christian dispen- 
sation, and so inadequate to illustrate the ardent love of that 
Saviour, who after immolating himself at his Last Supper, com- 
manded his priests to do ¢his in remembrance of him, to offer his 
body and blood; and not to undervalue his great sacrifice, by 
‘offering in:its stead, the needy elements of unconsecrated bread 
and wine. 
_ The witnesses of. antiquity will speak in a very different 
language. Mr. Faber in transcribing the passages from the 
early Fathers on the Eucharist, made no distinction between 
those which applied to it as a sacrament, and those which 
regarded it as a sacrifice. 'To keep these two characters separate, 
‘ Mm 2 


276 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. IV. — 


I omitted in the preceding examination of the evidence, all those 
passages which were specially applicable to the Mass: but this. 
is the proper place to report and consider them. I begin wie 
St. Clement of Rome, in the first century, who wrote thus in his 
first Epistle to the Corinthians: “We must do all things in- 
“ order, which the Lord has commanded us to perform. Heh 
““ ordered that the oblations and offices be performed at stated 
“ times, neither rashly nor out of order, but at times and hours — 
“ previously fixed. .... Those therefore who make their 
“ offerings at the times appointed are accepted and blessed: for 
“ they who follow the laws of the Lord, do not err.’* This i 
cited in evidence of oblation or sacrifice being offered in the 
earliest. period of Christianity, of its being offered only in t 
most solemn manner, and at times and places appointed by th 
Church, and of its being offered solely by priests, for St. Clement 
observes a little farther on: “For neither would our sin ἢ 
“ light, if we were to deprive those of the episcopacy, who offer 
“ the gifts in a holy manner and without reproof.”+ Mr. Fabe 
of course knows what the learned and candid Grabe says on thi 
passage. I translate his words for the admiration of the reader 
“Since the author of this Epistle appears to have been tha 
** same Clement, of whose name Paul wrote to the Philippian 
“ chapter iv. v. 3, that it was written in the book of life, and a: 
“this man wrote the words just quoted two or three years after _ 
“the martyrdom of the Apostles Peter and Paul, and twenty 
“ before the death of St. John, there is scarce any room left to 
© doubt that this doctrine of the eucharistic sacrifice proceeded 
“from the holy Apostles themselves, and therefore must be 
“entirely held, although no passage could be adduced for it 
“ from the writings themselves of the Prophets or Apostles.” 
Mr. Faber will perhaps say that St. Clement witnesses nothing 


| 


ve ἢ 

* S. Cuement. Epist. i. ad Corinthios, Cap. al. ' ξ 

+ ‘Apapria yap & μικρὰ ἡμῖν ἔφα!» ἐὼν τὲς ἀμέμπτως καὶ ὁσίως, 
προσενέζκοντας τὰ δῶρα τὴς ἐπισκοπὴς ὠποξάλωμεν.--5. CLEMENT. 
ad Corinth. Epist. i. Cap. aliv. ΕἾ 5. 
1 GraBe Annotat. in Irena@i Lib. iv. Adv. Heres. Fit. Oxon. 1702, 
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as to the nature of the sacrifice, and does not contravene his 
notion that it was merely an oblation of bread and wine. Grabe 
however was of a very different opinion. “It is certain,” says 
he, “that Irenzus and all the Fathers whose writings we have, 
* whether coeval with the Apostles, or immediately succeeding 
_ “them, held the holy Eucharist to be a sacrifice of the new 
“law, and offered the bread and wine as sacred gifts upon the 
“altar to God the Father; before consecration indeed as the 
“ first fruits of created things, in acknowledgment of his supreme 
“ dominion over all things ; but after consecration, as the mystical 
“ὁ body and blood of Christ, to represent the bloody oblation of 
_ “his personal body and blood upon the cross, and to obtain the 
* benefits of his death for all for whom it might be offered.’* 
St. Clement attests a solemn sacrifice in the appointed service of 
the Church, offered by the priests ; and when we find so many 
others of the holy Fathers unequivocally asserting that. this 
sacrifice of the Church is the sacred body and blood of Christ, 
we legitimately infer that St. Clement spoke of the same sacrifice. 
*¢ Innumerable,” says the acute Leibnitz, “are the places of the 
“ holy Fathers, in which it is said that Christ is daily immolated 
“in the sacrament for the people, as Augustin says; that it is 
“an unbloody sacrifice, when we call that which is produced, 
“the body and blood of Christ, as Cyril says; that in the 
* super-substantial bread there is both a holocaust and a remedy, 
“as Cyprian says; and which other passages continually 
shew.’ 

The next Father whose evidence we have to consider, is St. 
Justin. His words have been already so copiously discussed in 
the present work, page 228, that I must trouble the reader to 
refer to what has been said, and shall here make only a few obser- 
_ Yations. St. Justin, as already proved, distinctly applies the 
' famous prophecy of Malachias to the eucharistic sacrifice of the 
“abe * Grane, Annotat. quo supra. 

_ + Denique innumera sunt loca Sanctorum Patrum quibus dicitur Christum 
quotidie in sacramento populis immolari, ut ait Augustinus, incruentum 
Sacrificium esse, quando id quod confectum, nominamus corpus et san- 
guinem Christi, ut ait Cyrillus, in pane supersubstantiali simul esse holo- 


caustum et medicinam, ut ait Cyprianus, quaque alia passim prostant.— 
Luisnirz. Systema Theologia, p. 288. Paris, 1819. 
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Mass. Mr. Faber admits this: but contends that St. Justin 
only considered the Kucharist as “a spiritual sacrifice of thanks- 
“ giving,” which would at once make it no real sacrifice at all ;, 
and he takes care to tell us, that St. Justin taught that Christians 
should offer prayers and thanksgivings alone as their sacrifice. 
Now, lest this venerable authority should clash with his own 
ingenious theory, that the sole eucharistic sacrifice was the 
oblation of the bread and wine before consecretion, he makes. 
an attempt first to reconcile St. Irenzeus with his own notions, 
and then to make both chime in with St. Justin. “ Ireneus 
“ς supposes, that the owtward sign or expression of this spiritual 
“ sacrifice of thanksgiving was. the oblation of the bread and 
ἐς wine upon the table, wntecedently to their consecration.” 1 
have proved ‘above, at some length, that St. Justin argued 
strongly against the Jews, that the prophet Malachias did not 
refer merely to prayers and spiritual sacrifices, but predicted a 
real sacrifice in the New Law, ‘and I have ‘exposed one of Mr. 
Faber’s familiar artifices, his leaving out an important sen- 
tence in the middle of the quotation, which elucidates the whole 
train of the holy Father’s argument. I have refuted every word 
that Mr. Faber ‘has said, or could say, against the direct proof 
which the language of St. Justin furnishes for the real sacrifice 
of the Eucharist : and I have also gone at length into the true: 
meaning’ of St. Irenzeus, and proved that he also manifestly, 
teaches that the Eucharist is not a poor, low, and degrading: 
oblation of bread and wine, but a real and pure sacrifice of the 
body and blood of Christ. ue 
The next evidence is that of Tertullian; and having advertalll 
to this also elsewhere, it would be only a tedious on 
‘discuss it again in this place. If the reader will please to “turn 
‘back to page 234, he will find it satisfactorily proved that Tertul- 
Jian’s language in no instance speaks of the Eucharist as δ᾽ 
sacrifice merely spiritual, or excludes its character of a real 
‘sacrifice ; but that many parts of his writings, which Mr. Faber 
does not quote, plainly shew his belief in a real sacrifice in the 
holy Eucharist. 
I pass to the testimony of St. Hippolytus. In the oun 
| 


; 
’ 
7 
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comment on the Proverbs, from which a quotation has been 
given above in proof of Transubstantiation, we find the following 
striking evidence of the eucharistic sacrifice; I give it-in Mr. 
Faber’s own translation: “ He has prepared his own table, the 
τό promised knowledge of the Holy Trinity, and moreover his 
“honoured and unpolluted body and blood: which, in the, 
_ © mystical and divine table, are daily sacrificed for a memorial of 
- €that ever to be remembered and first table of the mystical 
_ divine supper.”* Here it is plainly declared that the body and 
blood are daily sacrificed, not that the sacrifice consists in the 
᾿ς gblation of the bread and wine before consecration, according to 
- the false notion of Mr. Faber. Here is a Father teaching directly 
the reverse of his error; but he makes no comment: he actually 
says not one word about the testimony of St. Hippolytus, but 
goes hammering on with his ‘bread and wine “ anterior to their 
** consecration.” 

Let me then further adduce some splendid testimonies from 
_ §t. Cyprian, the first of which only is given by Mr. Faber, and 
that without a single comment. “ Who is more a priest of the 
- “high God than our Lord Jesus Christ, who offered sacrifice to 
“ God the Father, and offered the very same that Melchisedech 
“ offered, that is, bread and wine, to wit, his own body and 
* blood?” Here St. Cyprian shews that Jesus Christ employed 
_ bread and wine in his sacrifice, as Melchisedech had done; but 
that what he offered was in reality his own body and blood, 
_ present under the forms of bread and wine. Mr. Faber pretends 
_ that the primitive Church offered only the bread and wine 
- unconsecrated: St. Cyprian distinctly writes that the offering is 
_ Christ’s own body and blood. Yet Mr. Faber says not one 
_ syllable about the words of St. Cyprian ! 
_ The same holy Father in his consolatory Epistle to Nemesian 
_ and other venerable confessors banished to the mines, thus 
_ Mentions their unhappy privation of the holy sacrifice of the 
Mass : “that there the priests of God have not permission to 


i * S. Hirronyt. in Prov. iv. 1 Op. T. 1, p. 282. 
+S. Cypr. Epist. lviii. ad Cacilium. See the passage quoted above, 
with the original Latin, page 241. | 
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“ offer and celebrate the divine sacrifice.”* Surely it would not 
have been so great and afflicting a privation, if these holy men 
had been merely prevented from offering bread and wine anterior 


to consecration. Ei 


But St. Cyprian says yet more expressly in another Epistle ef 
“We find that the chalice had been mixed which the Lord 
“ offered, and that that had been wine which he called his blood. 
“ Whence it appears that the blood of Christ is not offered, if 
“ there be no wine in the chalice, nor is the sacrifice of the Lord 
“ celebrated by legitimate sanctification, unless our oblation and 
“ sacrifice correspond with the passion.”+ There could be no 
possibility of eluding the plain purport of this passage; and 
therefore Mr. Faber, I presume, never saw it in his life, as he 
_has not even hinted at its existence. St. Cyprian says that the 
blood of Christ is not offered, if there be no wine in the chalice: 
therefore in the contrary case, he would of course teach that the 
blood of Christ would be offered. But Mr. Faber teaches that 
only unconsecrated bread and wine were offered: which then is 
to be believed, Mr. Faber, or the holy Cyprian? a 

There are no more passages from the holy Fathers given by 
Mr. Faber: and though the impartial reader must see that those 
which he does record, furnish the most satisfactory evidence that 
the eucharistic sacrifice is the oblation of the body and blood 
of Christ, and not merely of the unconsecrated bread and wine, 
it may be well to record a few more testimonies of the early 
Fathers, as additional evidence of the true Catholic doctrine of 
the holy Mass. δ 

St. Cyril of Jerusalem, in his famous Catecheses, speaks so! 
plainly of the sacrifice of the Mass, that the learned Lutheran) 
Pfaffius admits that he comes very near to the tenets of ft ἢ ε d 


* Quod illic nunc sacerdotibus Dei facultas non datur offerendi et 
celebrandi sacrificia divina.—S. Cypriani, Epist. 77, Ad Nemesianum, é Ὁ, - 


+ Invenimus calicem mixtum fuisse quem Dominus obtulit, et vinum 
fuisse quod sanguinem suum dixit. Unde apparet sanguinem Christi non 
offerri, si desit vinum calici, nec sacrificium Dominicum legitima Βα ποίη 
catione celebrari, nisi oblatio et sacrificium nostrum responderit passion NS be 


S. Cypriant, Epist. 63, ad Cecilium. a: 
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Roman Church.* But in truth St. Cyril not only comes very 
near, but expresses exactly and positively the self same doctrine 
which our holy Church holds, and has ever held. Thus St. 
Cyril, speaking of the order of the Mass, calls the sacrifice after 
consecration, the holy and tremendous victim.t Presently after, 
he declares that what is offered in the Mass, is Christ himself : 
We offer Christ slain for our sins :{ not then mere morally 
changed bread and wine. ‘The same saint speaks of the tremen- 
dous hour when the sacrifice is offered :|| but what would there 
haye been awful or tremendous in the oblation of bread and 
wine, even morally changed ? : 

_ As Mr. Faber has the boldness to affirm that. the notion of 
the eucharistic oblation being of “ a piacular nature—is directly 
“ contrary to the ideas, which the ancients associated with the 
sacrament of the Lord’s Supper,” the reader may soon convince 
himself how totally unfounded is such an assurance, and so 


_ judge, as it is fitting, of the probity of him who makes it. St. 


Cyril, after saying, as quoted above, that in the Mass Christ is 
offered. slain for our sins, expressly says that this oblation is 


 propitiatory, or as Mr. Faber would say, “ piacular, seeking to 


“vender a merciful God propitious as well to them (the dead) as 


᾿ δ est, juxta 
_ “vinumque in corpus et sanguinem Christi transmutans, ita ut sacriflcium 


“to ourselves.”4] And the same holy Father shews this 
sacrifice to be impetratory, by declaring that immediately after 


‘Rel peers itaque oblatio, eaque que sacrificio Eucharistico essentialis 
. .““ > 
yrillum dici debet que vocatur λατρεία avaluextos, panem 


“ consecratione perfectum, sit Sugia τα ἱλασμὰ sacrificium propitiatorium, 


Post consecrationem quoque pro aliis offerendum. Nec negari omnino 
“potest sententiam Cyrilli placitis ecclesia Romane proximam esse.”— 


aah δασποιν 


---. 


δ" ἤιε De oblatione veterum Eucharistica, edit. fragm. Irenei, 
vip. 38, p. 327. 


it By « ¥ 
T Tis ἁγίας ude φρικωδες ἄτης προκειμενής Suoias.—S. Cyriv. 
Catech. Myst. xxiii. N. 9. 
ΟἜ Χριςὸν ἐσφαγιασμένον, ὑτὲρ τῶν ἡμετέρων ἁμαρτημάτων προσφέ- 
ρόμεν.--ὖ. Cyrit.—Cat. Xxiil. N. 10. 
\ > ΩΣ > νὰ 
| ᾿Αληθῶς γὲ, κατ᾽ ἐκείνην τὴν φρικωδες την ὥραν del ave ἔχειν 


Τὴν καρδίαν προς τὸν Θεὸν.---Ἰῤῥά. N. 4. 


i - 3 ~ 
4 Ἐξιλεύμενοι ὑπὲρ ὠντῶν τε και ἥμων τὸν φιλάνθρωπον Oeov.— 


| §. Cyrin. Cutech. xxiii. N. 10. 


Nh 
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the consecration : “ Over this victim of propitiation we beseech 
“ God for the common peace of the Churches: for the right 
“ state of the world: for the emperors,” &c.* A sacrifice thus 
clearly shewn to be propitiatory and impetratory cannot upc 7 
any principle of common truth or honesty be denied to be of a 
piacular nature: yet this Mr. Faber has distinctly denied! ( 

But he quotes the venerable old Clementine Liturgy to prove 
that the bread and wine were offered up before consecra- 
tion. The Catholic will only be amused at this grave attempt 
to prove, what no one has ever denied. It is well known, and 
of course freely admitted, that the materials for the sacrifice were 
offered up in the ancient Mass, as they are in our Masses ev ery 
day celebrated in the Catholic Church: but when Mr. Faber 
infers that this was the sole, or principal act of sacrifice, he draws 
an inference egregiously false. It will hardly be credited by any 
one not acquainted with the peculiar policy which pervades a 1 
Mr. Faber’s controversial writings, that the following is is 
conclusion: “ that the material eucharistic oblations of the 
“ primitive Church were simply the unconsecrated bread. and 
“ wine, presented upon the altar, at the commencement of the 
“ceremony, under the aspect of mere gifts or sacrifices 0) f 
“ thanksgiving.” Yet these are his own words! ΠῚ 

In addition to the evidence already adduced in utter refutation 
of this monstrous proposition, I will now extinguish it by the 
very authority which Mr. Faber has brought forward to establish 
it. He considers that his “ view of the matter is put out of all 
* doubt by the consecration prayer of the oldest Liturgy extan ‘i 
the Clementine Liturgy, of which he gives the following trans 
tion: “ We offer unto thee the King and the Deity, according. 
“ to Christ’s appointment, this bread. and this cup, giving tha aks 
“ to thee through him, inasmuch as thou hast deigned that 
«ὁ should stand before thee and sacrifice to thee. And we oo 
“‘ thee, that thou wouldest graciously look upon these gifts Me 


“ -“ 5 3 7 νι ΤΥ ΑΒΕ ἢ ~ ~ 7 > , 
κοινῆς Τῶν ἐκκλησιῶν εἰρήνης ὑπὲρ Τῆς Ts κοσμδ ευςαδεως" 


* Ἐπὶ τῆς ϑυσίας ἐκείνης τῇ ἱλασμῆ παρακαλᾶμεν τὸν Θεὸν v τὸν 
βασιλεων".... 85. Cyriu. Catech. xxiii. No. 8. é 
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“lie before thee, thou the God who needest nothing; and that 
“thou wouldest have pleasure in them to the honour of thy 
“ Christ; and that thou wouldest send thy Holy Spirit upon 
“ this sacrifice, the witness of the sufferings of the Lord Jesus 
“ Christ, in order that he may shew forth this bread as the body 
“ of thy Christ and this cup as the blood of thy Christ.” To his 
translation I have nothing to object ; but his conclusion from it 
is monstrous and utterly unfounded. 

The Clementine Liturgy expresses the very same in substance 
with the many other Liturgies; and a man of Mr. Faber’s 
reading must have known the real signification of them ail. All 
the Liturgies contain prayers of oblation, and invocation, which 
have so intimate a connexion, and such immediate reference to 
the moment of consecration, that the Church has made them 
speak of the victim, as if it were actually present. Nothing can 
better illustrate this than a reference to our present Mass. Mr. 
Faber will at least admit, that the Catholic sacrifice of the present 
day is not believed to be mere unconsecrated bread and wine ; 
and yet we retain the very same forms of prayer which he 
considers so decisive of the faith of the ancients. When the 
priest in our Mass offers up the bread and wine long before the 
consecration, he calls the bread “ this unspotted victim, which I 
* thy unworthy servant offer to thee my God living and true, 
‘ for my innumerable sins and offences and negligences, and for 


_ “all here assisting, and also for all faithful Christians living and 


“ dead: that it may profit both me and them to salvation to life 
“eternal. Amen.” And he speaks in corresponding terms of 
the wine in the chalice long before consecration. But this is 
done by us, precisely as it was by the primitive Christians, by 


way of anticipation, even as our Lord himself anticipated his own 


sacrifice on the cross, in that sublime prayer in the 17th chapter 


᾿ of St. John, in which he speaks as if he was actually on the 


᾿ς cross. This is well explained by Hofmeister: “ We do not call 


“the bread and wine an unspotted victim, but the body and 

“ blood of the Lord, which are produced from them (conficiuntur.. 

“Therefore they are esteemed worthy of such an appellation 

“not on account of what they are, but what they are soon to be. 
Ν n‘2 
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“and this by a certain way of speaking, not unusual in the 
“ sacred writings. Thus Judas was called the traitor from the 
“ beginning of his vocation, because he was to become so in the 
“ end.’* The Greeks proceed much farther on the same prin- 
ciple of anticipating the future change of the bread and wine, by 
paying them veneration and prostrating before them when they 
are brought to the altar, in view of their future dignity 
consecration. If Mr. Faber were to witness this, he would be 
puzzled what to conclude. For upon his favourite principles, 
when arguing against our veneration of images, he must conclude 
that the Greek Church paid divine adoration to the elements” 
even before consecration; though any Greek would soon con= 
vince him of the contrary, as Gabriel of Philadelphia shewed in 
his apology against similar accusers.t But if he concluded more | 
rationally that relative veneration only was paid to the elements, 
on account of their sublime destination, then he would at once 
be convicted of perfect folly in his reasoning upon the Clementine 
Liturgy. 4 

Having now fully established, in direct cipponition to Mr, 
Faber’s errors, that the eucharistic sacrifice always was the obla- 
tion of the true body and blood of Christ, really present upon 
the altar; and also that we have the most convincing testimony 
from the early writers, such as SS. Clement, Justin, Irenzeus, 
Hippolytus, Cyprian, and Cyril of Jerusalem, that the eucharist 
after consecration, was always viewed as a real sacrifice, pro pi- 
tiatory and impetratory, or as Mr. Faber terms it piacular, 1 
proceed to prove in opposition to his next point, that the M 
has always been offered as a propitiatory sacrifice for the deat 
as well as for the living. But I must first request the pi 15 
reader to peruse and ponder the following eloquent and feeli 
testimony of the great Leibnitz: “ Nor do I see what ish 
“wanting to the true nature of a sacrifice: for why may not’ 
“ that which is present under the symbols, be offered to = 
‘¢ since the species of bread and wine are proper for an im: : 


πὰ. : Ἐν, + i 
Pd SEE Sng ae i Ns taal τ 


i 
ae 


* Vide Bona, Rerum Liturg. Lib. II. Ca 
+ See Defense de la Perpetuité de ia Fot.—Tome Vv. C Chop. vi p. 176. es 
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“and in these consisted the oblation of Melchisedech, and 

“ because what is contained under these in the Eucharist is the 
most precious of all things and most worthy to be offered to 

“ God? Therefore by this most admirable invention, the divine 

goodness enables our poverty to bring a gift which God cannot 

“ reject: and as he is infinite, and whatever else could proceed 

“ from us, could bear no proportion with his infinite perfection, 
- no libation could have been found capable of propitiating God, 
which was not in itself also infinite: for in a wonderful 
© manner it is effected, that Christ in this sacrament as often as 
_ “the consecration takes place, always giving himself over again 
“to us, may be always again offered to God. and by that means 
“may represent and signify the perpetual efficacy of his first 
- © oblation which was made upon the cross.’””* 

Mr. Faber no doubt considers himself making a most liberal 
concession, when he grants to the Catholic, or in his own 
courteous phraseology, “ the tridentising Romanist,” that sacri- 

fices for the dead regularly accompanied the celebration of the 
_ Eucharist. But here such concession was forced from him by 
| the positive language of the early Fathers, soon to be seen. He 
τ could not deny that sacrifice was offered for the dead ; but he 
᾿ imagined a scheme for depreciating the nature of that sacrifice ; 
and having before maintained that prayers and thanksgivings 
were the pre-eminent sacrifices of the faithful, he here attempts 
| the same pitiful evasion, and asserts that the oblations for the 
_ dead were only thanksgivings for their happy departure! And 
he bravely affirms that neither out of the Fathers, cited in the 


* Nec video quid hic desit ad veram sacrificii rationem: quidni enim id 

\ quod sub symbolis presens est, Deo offerri possit, cnm panis et vini species 
‘ Seep stionem aptee sint, et in his constiterit oblatio Melchisedeci et quod 
᾿ sub his in Eucharistia continetur sit omnium rerum pretiosissimum, Deoque 
' offerri dignissimum. Itaque hoc pulcherrimo invento, divina benignitas 
| egestatem nostram juvit ut afferre possimus aliquod munus quod Deus 
| aspernari non possit : et cum ipse infinitus sit, quidquid autem alias a nobis 
| ὉΠΟΙΒΟΙ potest, ad infinitam ejus perfectionem, nullam proportionem 
'Aabeat, nullum libamentum placando Deo par inveniri potuit, quam quod 

| Intinitee et ipsum perfectionis esset : mirabili enim ratione fit ut Christus in 

i hoe sacramento quoties consecratio fit, se nobis semper redonans, semper 
| denuo offerri Deo possit, eoque modo perpetuam efficaciam sue prime 


 oblationis que in cruce facta est, representet atque obsignet.—LEIBNITZ, 
| Systema Theologia, p. 284. . 


; 
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Faith of Catholics on certain points of Controversy, nor out of 
any writers of the first three centuries, can any be produced but 
Tertullian and St. Cyprian, who even seem to give any coun 
nance to the doctrine that the Eucharist is a propitiato y 
sacrifice for the dead. ἢ 
The evidence from Tertullian is drawn from the followings ii 
passages. ‘ We make oblations for the dead, for their nativities 
“‘ on the anniversary day.’* i 
“ Then I ask the woman herself: Tell me, sister, hast thou 
“sent thy husband before thee in peace? ...... Therefore ἐ 
“is necessary for her to persevere with him in the same..... ἡ 
“ She prays then for his soul, and in the mean time solicits for τ 
“‘ refreshment for him, and a participation in the first resurrec- 
“ὁ tion, and offers on the anniversaries of his decease.’ % 
“ And now consider before God, for whose spirit you pray f 
“* for whom you make annual oblations.” 1 3 
Here we find Tertullian, the earliest of the Latin Fathers, dis- 
tinctly testifying that the primitive Christians did offer sacrifice 
for the dead, particularly on their anniversaries, and that thei ir 
object was to procure refreshment for the souls of the deceased, 
The reader will be curious to see how Mr. Faber could 
imagine any way of escaping this positive evidence. He is com: 
pelled to admit that sacrifices for the dead regularly accompa- 
nied the Eucharist, which is a near approach to the truth that 
the Eucharist was itself such a sacrifice; but he will have it that 
they were simply thanksgivings for their happy departure. 
like manner he is forced to own that direct prayer was made fo Ὶ 
the refreshment of their souls; but this, he says, was only tha 
they might be refreshed by ὑθαλ of the first resurrection) 
upon the gratuitous millenarian exposition of the thousand yea q 


* Oblationes pro defunctis, pro natalitiis annua die facimus.—TERTU 
De Corond, No. It. 

_t Ipsam denique interrogo feminam : Dic mihi, soror, in pace ier 
virum tuum?.... Ergo perseveret in ea cum illo necesse est...... Enimve 
et pro anima ejus orat, et refrigerium interim appostulat ei, et in pri 
resurrectione consortium, et offert annuis diebus dormitionis ejus — 
TULL. De Monagamia. a 

{ Et jam repete apud Deum, pro cujus spiritu postules, pro qua oblatione 
annuas reddas.—TERTULL. Evhort. Castitatis. 
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reign of the saints, spoken of in the twentieth chapter of the 
Apocalypse. But upon what grounds does Mr. Faber advance 
these gratuitous glosses upon the plain evidence of Tertullian ? 
Tam persuaded that no candid controvertist would accept them 
without very powerful reasons. Upon what grounds’ does he 
assert that the oblations for the dead, were only thanksgivings 
for their happy departure? Upon his own unfounded exposi- 
tions of the words of St. Justin, and of Tertullian in another 
place, already shewn to be false. I have proved that when St. 
Justin declared that prayers and thanksgivings were the only 
sacrifices, and that Christians had been taught to offer these 
alone, he did not exclude or prejudice the real eucharistic sacrifice 
of the body and blood of Christ* And I have further proved 
that while the passages of Tertullian adduced by Mr. Faber do 
not at all testify what he wishes, namely that the Eucharist is 
merely a spiritual sacrifice of prayer and thanksgiving, the same 
Father in numerous other places evinces his belief in a real 
eucharistic sacrifice.t I entreat the impartial reader to peruse 
| again attentively the arguments referred to; and if he shall find 
Ὁ them satisfactory, he must conclude that Mr. Faber has built his 
_ strange interpretation of Tertullian in the present instance, upon 
his own unwarrantable and insidious exposition of St. Justin and 
Tertullian on a former occasion. He must therefore be sensible 
that Mr. Faber had clearly no grounds for his attempted evasion 
of Tertullian’s testimony in the present passages: and that his 
notion is wholly gratuitous, and must bear value accordingly. 
Equally unwarranted is his remark upon the words of Tertul- 
‘lian, which signify that the intention of the prayers for the dead 
was to procure refreshment for their souls, and a share in the 
first resurrection. For though several of the early Fathers are 
_ known to have held the exploded opinion of the reign of the 
| saints upon earth for a thousand years, which was never really a 
doctrine of apostolical tradition, yet the principle of Purgatory is 

clearly involved in these words of Tertullian, inasmuch as they 
. recommend the widow to pray for the refreshment of her 
ὶ husband’s soul; which implies that it might be detained in 
ΙΝ * See above, page 230. ᾿ + See above, page 234. 
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suffering ; and for its partaking of the first resurrection, which 
equally supposes it to be ἴῃ ἃ state where prayers could procure — 
for it a desirable benefit. 

The reader will smile in pity or contempt at Mr. Faber’s — 
everlasting shuffling and inconsistency. One moment we have 
seen him eager to maintain that the eucharistic sacrifice was 
merely spiritual, merely an. oblation of thanksgiving, quoting in 
large capitals the words of St. Justin, that we are commanded by — 
the Lord to offer such ALONE: then his. next point was to — 
prove that the eucharistic sacrifice was unconsecrated bread and 
wine, oblations which were too decidedly material to pass for the | 
spiritual sacrifices which were to be alone offered. And now in 
going back to his first favourite idea of spiritual oblations of | 
thanksgiving being alone. offered for the dead, he is aware of — 
being open toa troublesome charge of self-contradiction, and 
accordingly inserts a note to admonish his obsequious readers 
that St. Justin’s ALONE must not be so rigidly understood as to 
exclude the oblations of unconsecrated bread and wine, but only 
as importing that spiritual sacrifices were so pre-eminently those 
of devout Christians, “ that they might well in common parlance 
“be spoken of exclusively.” So that St. Justin or any other 
Father must mean this or that, as it may suit Mr. Faber’s 
arbitrary purpose: and he after all, and not the holy Fathers, 
will prove to be the venerable expositor of the doctrines. of 
antiquity ! 

Mr. Faber again makes a vain appeal to the Clementine 
Liturgy, and argues that the expression therein, we offer for the — 
faithful departed, could only have been a thanksgiving for their — 
holy lives. But we have no shadow of proof; nothing but Mr. — 
Faber’s gratuitous assumption. Whereas it is plain, from the — 
language of so many other Liturgies, which are more explicit on : 
the point, that the sacrifice was offered for the relief of the dead, 
and their deliverance from suffering. But let us only turn to the 
last Catechesis of St. Cyril, pronounced about the year 348, 
which surely is satisfactory evidence of the sense in which the 
primitive Church offered sacrifice for the dead. “Afterwards we 
“ remember also those who have fallen asleep : first the patri- 
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“ archs, prophets, apostles, martyrs ; that God through their 
“ prayers and intercession, may recewe our prayer. Then also 
“ for our holy fathers and bishops departed, and all in general 
“ who have died among us ; Jelieving that this will be a very 
“ yreat assistance to those souls, for whom prayer is offered, while 
“the holy and tremendous victim lies before us.’* These few 
words of St. Cyril suffice to dissipate every one of the Rector’s 
evasive interpretations. Here is at once a broad distinction 
between the mode of commemorating the saints, namely that 
those who offered might benefit by their intercession, and the 
mode of offering for the other faithful departed,—that their souls 
might be relieved by the sacrifice of the Mass. Here, too, the 
whole efficacy is derived from the offering of the tremendous 
victim, plainly the real body and blood of Christ; for who in 
his senses would call unconsecrated bread and wine a tremendous 
victim? But this is not all, for as if to anticipate such sorry 
objectors as Mr. Faber, St. Cyril explains the reason for 
praying for the dead immediately after. “And I wish to 
“persuade you of this by an example. For I have known many 
* speak thus: What doth it profit a soul departed out of this 
“world either with or without sins, to be remembered with 
“prayers? But now if some king should banish certain 
“ offenders, and if their friends should make a crown and offer it 
“to him in behalf of those under punishment, would he not 
“srant them a remission of the punishment? In like manner 
“we for the dead, offering supplications to him, (God) even 
“although they be sinners, do not prepare a crown, but we offer 
“Christ slain for our sins, propitiating both for them and 


ὴ * εἶτα μιγημονεύομεν καὶ τῶν προκέχοιμημένων. πρῶτον ᾿πατμαρχῶν, 
φρορητῶν, εἰποςόλων, μαρτύρων" ὅπως ο Θεὸς Tals εὐχαῖς ευτὼν καὶ 
πρισζείαις προσδέξηται ἡ nee τὴν δέησιν. Εἶτα καὶ ὑπὲρ Τῶν προκε- 
χοιμημένων ὡγίων πατέρων, καὶ ἐπισχόπων, καὶ πάντων ATAWS τῶν ἐν ἡμὶν 
προκεκοιμημένων" μεγίςην᾽ ὄνησιν πιςεύῦοντες ἔσεσθαι ταὶς ψυχαῖς, ὑπερ 
ὧν ἡ δέησις ὠἀναφερέται; τὴς ay tes καὶ φρικωδες rns “ροκειμένης θυσίας. 
5. Cyriuut, Catech. xviii. n. ix. 
) 00 
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“ourselves the merciful God.”* When it is recollected, that 
these are the words of the illustrious catechist publicly — 
instructing the newly baptized converts in the faith of the — 
Church, can any one suppose that in the middle of the fourth — 
century St. Cyril would deliver a different doctrine from that of 
the Clementine and every other liturgy? 

But a word on the testimony of St. Cyprian, who lived in 
the first part of the third century. That holy bishop thus: 
enforced a decree made by his episcopal predecessors. “The 
“bishops, our predecessors, religiously considering and whole- 
“somely providing, decreed that no brother departing this life 
“should appoint a clergyman to be guardian or executor of his — 
“will; and that if any one should do this, there should be πο 
“oblation made for him, nor sacrifice celebrated for his decease ; — 
“for neither does he deserve to be named in the prayer of the — 
“priests, who would call off the priests and ministers from the 
“altar. And therefore Victor having, in opposition to the form 
“ately given in council by the priests, dared to appoint Geminius ~ 
“ Faustinus, a priest, his executer (or guardian) there must not 
“be made any oblation among you for his decease, nor any 
“prayer be used in his name in the Church, in order that the — 
“decree of the priests made religiously, and from necessity, may — 
“be observed by us.”+ Here we have the illustrious Bishop of © 


* Kal βούλομαι ὑμᾶς ὠπὸ υτοδείγμα)ος πῶσαι. Οἶδα yap moaads 
τῦτο λέγοντας; τί ὠφελᾶται ψυχὴ, μετὼ “ἁμαρτημάτων ἀπάλλασσο-. 
μένη Ted τὸ κόσμε; ἢ & μεθἀμαρτημάτων, cay ἐπι τῆς προσευχῆς μνη-- 
poreunT att 3 "Apa Yeo εἰ τις βασιλεὺς προσκεκρεκότας ὠυτῷ eXopises moi 
ἥσειεν, εἶτα οἱ τουτοῖς διαφέροντες, εέφανον πλέξαντες, ὑπὲρ τῶν ἐν τιμω-! 
ρίαις ἀυτῷ τοῦτον προσενέγκωσιν, δυκ ἄν ἀυτοὶς ἄνεσιν Jen TOV κολώσεωνῃ, 
τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον, καὶ ἡμεὶς ὑπερ τῶν κεκοιμημένων; εἐυτῷ Tas Ticenl 
προσφέροντες κῶν ἁμαρτῶλὸι ὦσιν, é stpavey πλέκομεν" ἀλλοὲ Χρέφον 
ἐσφαγιασμένον, ὑπὲρ τῶν ἡμετέρων ὡμαρτημώτων προσφέρομεν, εξιλεέ-- 
μενοι υπὲρ ἀντῶν τε nade ἡμῶν τὸν φιλάνθρωπον Ocoy.—S. Crrin. Catech. 
vai. N. Φ. 


+ Episcopi antecessores nostri religiose considerantes, et salubriter provi- 
dentes, censuerunt ne quis frater excedens, ad tutelam vel curam clericn 
nominaret: ac si quis hoc fecisset, non offerretur pro eo, nec sacrificiu 
pro dormitione ejus celebraretur: neque enim apud altare Dei meretur 
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_ Carthage forbidding sacrifice and prayers for a man, because he 
_ had died in the wilful breach of an important decree of the 
_ bishops of the province. Mr. Faber allows that Victor had 
_ “proudly and deliberately contravened the reasonable ordinances 
“of the Church,—that he had acted with resolute impropriety, 
_ and till death persisted in his misconduct.” For this serious 
᾿ς offence, even in the hour of death, Mr. Faber considers that it 
was reasonable to forbid any “ oblation of thanksgiving for his 
“happy dormition,’ but pretends that this was all; and hints 
that St. Cyprian would otherwise appear as a furious tyrant 
- imperiously refusing the benefit of the Mass to an unfortunate 
individual. Mr. Faber then considers Victor’s offence as only 
yenial. But all this is frivolous and gratuitous. Let any one 
read attentively the whole of St. Cyprian’s epistle, and observe 
how much concern the holy bishop manifests at the crime of 
Victor: graviter commoti sumus. Let him observe how empha- 
tically St. Cyprian proves from the divine regulation in the Old 
Law, and from St. Paul to Timothy in the New, the necessity 
of the clergy being totally free from secular business; and what 
importance he attaches to the decree of the bishops, religiose, 
considerantes et salubriter providentes, and that he considered 
the decree as a matter of religion and absolute necessity, decretum 
religiose et necessarie factum. He will then be convinced that 
there was so little room to hope that Victor dying in such guilt 
could have had a “happy dormition,” that St. Cyprian forbid 
him to be prayed for, as one who had died in grievous sin. 

Thus has it been shewn that the Eucharist is a real propitiatory 
sacrifice for the dead as well as for the living. The reader has 
seen Mr. Faber compelled to acknowledge that both Tertullian 
and St. Cyprian testify that Eucharistic oblations were made 
for the dead in the earliest times; and his erroneous explanation 
of ‘their nature having been built upon false interpretations of 
ΡΝ in sacerdotum prece, qui ab altari sacerdotes et ministros voluit 
avocare. Et ideo Victor, cum contra formam nuper in concilio a sacerdo- 
tibus datam, Geminium Faustinum presbyterum ausus sit tutorem consti- 
mare, non est quod pro dormitione ejus in Ecclesia frequentetur, ut sacer- 


otum decretum religiose et necessarie factum servetur a vobis.—S. Cypr. 
Epist. levi, ad clerum et plebem Furnis consistentem. 
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St. Justin and Tertullian, the refutation of those interpretations, 
_ and the due examination of the evidence of Tertullian and St. 
Cyprian have left their evidence strong and conclusive in 
favour of the true Catholic practice of offering the holy sacrifice 
of the Mass for the dead as well as for the living. 
We are now finally to consider Mr. Faber’s last point, in 
which he makes one more attempt to shew that Transubstan- 
tiation, as fully defined by the Council of Trent, had not been 
the unvarying doctrine of the Catholic Church from the beginning. 
No one would ever guess the line of this his last grand argument ; 
for no one else could have adopted a process so utterly futile, | 
and at the same time so palpably convertible to the very opposite © 
side of the question. He takes a passage from the work of 
Tunstall, the venerable Bishop of Durham, who was restored by | 
Queen Mary after the dissolution of his bishopric under Edward © 
the sixth. I need not fatigue the reader with the quotation αὐ 
length; but its substance is this. That before the decree of the — 
4th Council of Lateran in 1215, those who were given to curious — 
searching into the mode of Christ’s real presence in the 
Eucharist, were inclined to believe, some in Consubstantiation, © 
some in the annihilation or corruption of the bread and wine, — 
and others in Transubstantiation. Tunstall takes care to note 
that the faith of all from the beginning was the same, as to the 
true presence of the body and blood of the Lord in the Eucharist ;— 
but declares that without undertaking to say whether these - 
questions might have been left open, or whether it was better to 
decide which most accurately agreed with the words of Christ, 
he holds it essential since the Church has decided—she being i 
the column of truth—firmly to hold to her judgment. Upon 
this Mr. Faber, with solemn and tedious verbosity so peculiarly | 
his own, goes ringing his cracked changes through four pages. 
and their accompanying notes, upon what he calls the inconsis-_ 
‘tency of our principles with the fact of there having been 
before the year 1215, three different modes of expounding 
the real presence, all equally orthodox. He pronounces it 
impossible to shew cause for the exclusive adoption of Tran-- 
substantiation, except by an appeal to a mere dogmatical decision, 
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abandoning our own boasted principle of Lana traditionary 
descent. 
** There lived brave men ere Agamemnon’s day ;” 

and there have been enough Protestant heroes before the cham- 
pion of Long Newton, who have done their best to hold up Tran- 
substantiation as a novelty, unsupported by primitive tradition. 
But Mr. Faber will have no better success than his predecessors. 
It has been noted how carefully Bishop Tunstall observes, that 
the true presence of Christ’s body and blood in the Eucharist 
was the faith of the Church from the beginning. But Mr. Faber 
catches at his admission that before the 4th Council of Lateran, 
the question was left free as tothe mode of his presence: and 
‘so jumps at once to his desired conclusion, that Transubstantia- 
_ tion was dogmatically made of orthodox faith, though before it 
had been free to reject it. 

To discriminate in this matter, it is only necessary to recollect 
that two things are required to concur in constituting any point 
an article of Catholic faith: the doctrine must have been divinely 
revealed, and it must be proposed to our belief by the Catholic 
Church. . Until the Church authoritatively proposes and defines 
any point, various opinions may be held without heresy: but it 
will not follow that there has not been one true belief tradi- 
tionally delivered, though the Church has not yet judged it 
necessary to make any definite decree upon the subject. For 
instance in the great question of Christ’s being consubstantial 
with the Father, though the divinity of Christ was always firmly 
believed, yet the Church did not enter into the questions of his 
‘co-eternity, consubstantiality, and co-equality with the Father, 
until she was forced to explain these consequences of her faith 
in his divinity, by the attacks of heresy; so in the present 
: ‘instance, though she always believed that what was bread and 
᾿ wine before consecration, became by consecration the true body 
-and blood of Christ, she did not make any definite decrees upon 
Tr substantiation, till compelled to explain the consequences of 
να doctrine by the heretics of the eleventh century. It was not 
then to be supposed that before the Church had clearly defined, 
the Fathers or others of the faithful should speak more plainly 
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of Transubstantiation, than they had spoken of the consubstan- 
tiality of the Son of God, before that question was so expressly 
examined and defined. 

In the matter of Transubstantiation, the preceding pages have © 
abundantly proved that this was in reality the sole, true, tra-_ 
ditional belief on the mode of Christ’s sacramental presence : — 
but before the Church had clearly proposed and defined this — 
to be believed, as a necessary consequence following from her 
doctrine of the real presence, a person might have held Consub- 
stantiation without the imputation of heterodoxy, though not — 
without holding a doctrine in reality false, and unsupported by 
Scripture and tradition.: Bishop Tunstall respectfully bows to — 
the decision of the Church, and abstains from giving any opinion 
on the propriety of bringing the question to a definite decision. — 
In which he laudably imitates the conduct, and adopts almost 
the words of St. Augustin, on the question of re-baptizing — 
those who had been baptized by heretics, that as “‘ this question 
* appeared doubtful to the bishops of the last century, and 
““ opposite opinions were maintained ; though without causing 
“any breach of unity, it was resolved (at the Council of Nice, — 
‘Can. 8) that our present practice should alone be followed, — 
* throughout the Catholic Church.’* : 

Now where but in the brain of Mr. Faber, can there be {π6 
least ground for imputing inconsistency to the Councils which 
defined and decreed Transubstantiation, as always firmly believed — 
in the Church of God? Just as well might he charge the 
Fathers of Nice with inconsistency in decreeing the Consub- : 
stantiality of the Son of God. In both cases the questions were — 
necessary consequences of doctrines always firmly held. Before 
they were clearly defined, such consequences might not have _ 
been so well understood, nor so universally believed ; but they _ 
were always the faith of the ‘Church, not only as inseparably — 
connected with other primary doctrines, but as actually held one : 


* Cum inter episcopos anterioris etatis ista queestio fluctuaret, et variad E 
haberet inter se collegarum, salva unitate, sententias, hoc per universam Ε 
Catholicam Ecclesiam que toto orbe diffunditur, observari placuit, quo 
tenemus.—S, Auc. Lid. ἐς contra Crescon. Cap. 32. 
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the vast majority of her Fathers, and faithful members in every 
age. When therefore the Catholic Church, in the general 
Councils of 4th Lateran and Trent, proceeded to definite decrees 
upon Transubstantiation, she did not this, as Mr. Faber calum- 
niously imputes to her, upon “ mere naked unevidential dogmatic 
“ authority ;” but after mature examination of every evidence, 
scriptural and traditional, she determined, as Bishop Tunstall 
witnesses, that Transubstantiation was most conformable to the 
words of Christ, and indeed the necessary concomitant of those 
words. For in order that these words may be pronounced with 
truth, the bread must cease to exist, that is, must be transub- 
stantiated. So that we may well affirm, with the venerable 
authority of St. Vincent of Lerins: “In these matters, the 
*‘ Church does nothing more by the decrees of her Councils, than 
* consign by writing to posterity, that which she has received by 
“ tradition from those gone before, and for the most part for the 
“ light of the understanding, not marking any new sense of faith 
“ by the appropriation of a new name.’”* 

The reader may now correctly estimate the amount of Mr. 
Faber’s endeavours to invalidate our evidence in favour of 
Transubstantiation. I have followed him, page by page, through 
all that he could urge against our proofs from Scripture and 
from the primitive Fathers ; and I trust that it has been clearly 
and satisfactorily proved that both Scripture and the primitive 
Fathers attest the great and sublime doctrines of the Holy 
Catholic Church, that the blessed Eucharist is @ sAcRAMENT, 
in which we receive the true and real body and blood of Christ, 
present by Transubstantiation; and also.a true propitiatory 
SACRIFICE in which the body and blood of Christ are really 
offered to God, for the living and the dead. In the Fourth 
Chapter of his Second Book, Mr. Faber professes to adduce 
‘positive testimony against our doctrine of Transubstantiation : 
and to this I shall now readily attend. 


_ * In his nihil aliud perficit Ecclesia Conciliorum suorum decretis, nisi ut, 
quod prius a majoribus suis traditione accepit, hoc deinde posteris per scrip- 
ture oe ion consignet, et meta propter intelligentiz lucem. 
non novum fidei sensum nove appellationis proprietate signando.—S. Vrn- 
CENT. LirINENSIS, Commonit. c. 23. 
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Section ΠΑ ΒΟ ΒΡ EvipeNnce AGAINST TRANSUBSTANTIATION 
REFUTED. ae 


Mr. Faber commences his Chapter with an observation ny 
absolutely childish. Having premised that Transubstantiation ὦ 
professedly rests upon the solid foundation of Scripture itself, he ia 
adds, that it will nevertheless be found to rest, “not so much + 
“upon Scripture itself as upon the Latin interpretation of 
“ Scripture.” Will Mr. Faber inform us whether Scripture be 
so clear and plain as to require no interpreter? Or must he not 
continually feel obliged to exclaim, with the eunuch of Ethiopia, — 
when Philip asked him: Thinkest thou that thou understandest 
what thou readest 2 And he said: And how can I unless some 
man shew me ?* If it require an interpreter, then it is not in. 
itself a perfect rule of faith ; for that cannot be in itself a perfect _ 
rule, which is not alone sufficient to direct and regulate. But if 
the Scripture does require an interpreter, then it is pert ct ' 
puerility to censure the Catholic Church for interpreting, © and 4 
preferring her own interpretation. Moreover, if the Scripture 
must have an interpreter, then comes the important question y 
who is to be that interpreter ? % ᾿ 

In the case of Transubstantiation, Mr. Faber says: “ The 
“ Romanist contends, that the expressions ought to be unde ἐν 
“ stood literally : the Anglican contends, that they ought to ΒΘ 
“ understood figuratively.” How is the dispute to be settled? 
Protestants will not admit of any infallible judge or interpreter — 
of Scripture; but they must be compelled to allow of some 
rational mode of ascertaining the real sense of Scripture, or th 
Bible must remain for ever a sealed book. Now one such 
rational method must be, when the Scripture declares any poin 
not incidentally, but professedly, to interpret its words according 
to the plain ordinary sense, in which men are wont to use such 
words. For as God speaks to us in the Scripture in human — 
language, it is rational to suppose that he uses words in the sense = 
in which men are accustomed to use them, for otherwise he 
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* Acts vill. 30, 31. 
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could not be plainly understood. This therefore may be laid 
down as the first rule for a rational interpretation of Scripture ; 
to understand the words in the common ordinary sense, when- 
ever they speak directly and professedly of any point. Anda 
second rule must be ; that whenever the Scripture often, and 
distinctly, and ‘iaheanedly affirms a thing, and never distinctly 
denies it ; and when no such denial can be even inferred from 
δον except through the medium of some human reasoning, 
which the Scripture has not taught ; then we ought rather to 
believe the Scripture to mean that which it often and professedly 
affirms, and what it never distinctly denies. Now, if these two 
rules be admitted as just principles of rational interpretation, 
the Catholic belief of Transubstantiation is by them fully jus+ 
tified. The Scripture often, distinctly and professedly affirms 
that the holy Eucharist is the body and blood of Christ ; nor 
does it ever distinctly deny that it is so ; nor can such denial be 
inferred from any part of Scripture, without the aid of some 
human reasoning, which the Scripture has not authorised. Is it 
not then most rational to believe, that the words literally mean 
what they express ? Or would it be rational to suppose that the 
Scripture is the sole rule of faith, and yet that it regulates by 
meaning the direct contrary to what it often, and distinctly, and 
expressly affirms ? 

_ Arguing then even upon the Protestant principle of Scripture 
being a sole and perfect rule of faith, and guided in our interpre- 
tation of it by those rules only which every rational mind must 
admit, the Catholic is fully justified in maintaining that Transub- 
stantiation is solidly founded upon the Sacred Scriptures. And 
this might well suffice for the answer of a Catholic, when called 
upon “to demonstrate the truth of his own particular interpre- 
“tation, ere he can be allowed to adduce it controversially in 
“the way of evidence.” 

“# _Mr. Faber, however, makes an assertion, which, if true, might 
invalidate our interpretation of Scripture, on the principle just 
aid down in the second rule. He asserts that “ the sere 
* analogy of scriptural language, so far from contradicting” 
figurative exposition of our Saviour’s words, “is in pa 
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“ favourable to such an exhibition.” As this is a particularly 
bold asseveration, he attempts to build it upon the following 
words of St. Augustin: “It is usual for a thing to be called by 
“‘the name of the thing which it signifies: as it is written; the — 
“ seven ears of corn are seven years: for he did not say: they 
“ signify seven years. And the seven kine are seven years : and 
“many more of the same kind. Hence it was said: the rock 
“was Christ. For he did not say: the rock signifies Christ : 
“but as if this were what indeed it was not, by substance, but — 
“by signification.’””* ᾿ 

This however is no proof or illustration to the purpose. For 
there is no parallel between the instances adduced by St. Augustin, — 
and the words of the Eucharistic institution. In the case of the 
ears of corn, the speaker is professedly interpreting a dream, and 
his substituting are for signify could not lead to any misappre-_ 
hension. And in the quotation from St. Paul, the rock was 
Christ, the Apostle is expressly speaking of spiritual drink from _ 
a spiritual rock; and therefore the reader is fully prepared to 


analogy between such cases and the words of institution, where 
without the least resemblance, connexion, or previous prepa-_ 
ration of the mind, what was bread is pronounced to be Christ’s- 
sacred body. Therefore Mr. Faber has asserted what he has not 
proved, and cannot prove; and I deny altogether that the whole 
analogy of scriptural language favours a figurative interpretati 
of the words of Institution. 

Nor am I any more disposed to admit his next assertion, onl 
with us the place of scriptural “comparative argument is βαρ: 
plied by nothing more convincing than a positive and reiterated 
“assertion of the exclusive and necessary propriety of the : 
“literal interpretation.” This is disgracefully untrue: for he 
knows well that Catholics are always accustomed to support” 
their literal interpretation of the words of institution, by com- 
parative argumentation founded upon other parts of Scripture; 
such as the many figures of the blessed Eucharist in the Old Law, 


S. Ασα. Quest. Lib, iii. super Levit. Quest. 57. ne 
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the words of Promise in St. John vi. and the strong testimony of 
St. Paul in his First Epistle to the Corinthians. 

However, Mr. Faber can plainly see, what we shall not dis- 
pute, that the question, if confined to Scripture alone, without 
an acknowledged infallible judge, must as to faith, “ plainly be 
“interminable.” And thus I readily follow him to the investi- 
gation of the evidence of antiquity. He ventures, he says, to 
assert, simply as a point of fact, that “ so far from antiquity 
* being friendly to the scheme of literal interpretation, it is 
“ decidedly hostile.” After what the reader has seen in our pre- 
ceding Section, of the strong and multiplied testimonies of the 
early writers in favour of our literal interpretation, this assertion 
will indeed require some very extraordinary proofs, to.gain even 
a shadow of credit. Let us therefore attentively examine 
what he produces. 

First, he gives us the following translation of the account 
furnished by St. Ireneeus, of the martyrdom of St. Blandina, at 
Lyons, in 177. “The Greeks, having apprehended the slaves 
** of those who were questioned, attempted to learn from them, 
“through the medium of torture, some secret respecting the 
*‘ Christians. Whereupon, not having any thing to speak satis- 
“ὁ factory to their torturers, those slaves, inasmuch as they had 
“heard from their masters that the divine communion was the 
“ blood and body of Christ, fancying that it was really blood and 
“ flesh, gave this account to the examiners. But they, forthwith 
“ taking it for granted that this was done in the secret ceremo- 
ἐς nial of the Christians, communicated the information to the 
“ other Greeks : and they then proceeded, through tortures, to 
“ὁ attempt to wring a confession from the martyrs Sanctus and 
“Blandina. To them, however, Blandina boldly: and aptly 
“replied: How can those persons endure to perpetrate such 
“ deeds, who, through ascetic severity, indulge not even in per- 
“ mitted flesh ?”* 

_ Well may we anticipate what sort of evidence Mr. Faber will 
produce, if from this first specimen we may judge of what is to 


* Sr. IREN. apud Ecumen. Comment. in τ Petr. iii. 
ΒΡ 
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follow: He calls the answer of the holy martyr a palpa bl 
denial of the substantial presence of Christ’s flesh and blood ii 
the holy Eucharist, and comes out with this formidable co ach 
sion: that “ either the holy martyr Blandina died with a lie im 
“ her mouth, or the primitive Christians held not the doctri 
"ὁ of Transubstantiation.” But in sober truth, how is the Ὁ 
trine of Transubstantiation denied by St. Blandina? Notint Σ β 
slightest degree. She gives an answer perfectly true in itself, 
and perfectly responding to the sense in which she is questioned. 
The accusation was that the Christians eat human flesh in thei 
religious assemblies. Of course the Pagans meant human flesh 
in its natural form, and with all its natural properties. St. Blan- 
dina takes their question in their own sense, as referring to f 
manducation of the flesh of some murdered person, genera 
supposed by the Pagans to be some innocent child; and s 
asks: “ How can these persons endure to perpetrate such 
“ deeds?” She denies implicitly by such a retort, that t 
Christians were guilty of the crime of eating human flesh, in the 
sense in which the Pagans imputed it; but her words do not if 
the least compromise her firm belief in the sublime and mys 
rious manner in which the Christians did eat the flesh of the 8 
of man, and drink his blood, really, truly and substantially, thou 
not visibly, present in the adorable sacrament of the Eucharist. 
In the Greek, the last sentence begins thus: Οἷς <icrixe 
Βλανδίνη ἐπαῤῥησιάσατο, which Mr. Faber translates: To the n 
however, Blandina boldly and aptly replied. In his first ec itie ἣ 
he had translated thus: But Blandina readily and boldly answered 
The Bishop of Strasbourg had given as the meaning of th 
words, without professing exactly to translate them: “ but thi 
“ Christian slave replied to them with a liberty full of wisdom? 
avec une liberte pleine de sagesse. The Bishop had alleged thi 
account as evidence of that secret discipline on the Euchari 
which we shall treat more fully in its proper place; and the 
fore in his subsequent Answer to the Difficulties of Romanisi 
lordship complained of Mr. Faber’s translation, which as alre 
observed, stood in his first edition thus: Blandina readily a 
boldly answered. The Bishop to shew how the ancient cal 
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of the text into Latin understood. the: original, referred to his 
version, which runs thus: Quibus libere et scite Blandina 
locuta est, and added: “ boldly is not the meaning of sciée. 
ἐς What St. Irenzeus admires in the answer is not the bold- 
“ ness, but the prudence, the wisdom, which while it repels the 
“ accusation, takes care not to disclose the secret.:' Ask your 
ἐς Rector what scite means ; press him to give you its realsense : 
“he will not be able to give it; for, to adopt his style, if the 
“ Christians at that time eat only literal bread, and drank only 
“ literal wine, Blandina ought to have so declared without 
“ disguise ; and in not doing so, she would have replied, non 
“ὁ scite sed stolide.”* ‘Mr. Faber now defends his former trans- 
lation,—though after all he has altered it in the present edition,— 

by informing us that he intended the words: boldly answered for 
the Greek verb ἐπαῤῥησιώσατο. This may pass; but what did 
he write for the other important word, on which the argument 
chiefly turns, ¢vcroxas? He first translated it, readily, and now 
he puts aptly. The latter is one of its meanings; but the former 
does not convey any one of the significations given in the 
lexicons, which are the following: caute, dextre, apte, solerter, 
accommodate. All these imply a wise, ingenious, prudent way of 
answering, accommodated to the sense of the question ἢ whereas 
Mr. Faber’s readily appears to have been adopted to evade the 
evidence afforded by the holy martyr’s answer, in favour of the 
secret discipline. But why does he, after all, pass by the 
Bishop’s reasoning; which is far more important than the mere 
verbal criticism? This isthe argument, and Mr. Faber could 
not answer it. If St. Blandina had not believed that in the 
Eucharist the real flesh of Christ was eaten, where was the 
necessity of any particular boldness, or aptness in the answer ? 
It need only have been a plain flat denial, thus : “ No, we do 
“not eat human flesh: we only eat bread, and drink*wine as 
“figures of Christ’s flesh and blood.” But as the saint belié¢ved 
the:same as we believe, but had been ever taught‘to conceal the 
ey from: unbelievers, she replied cautiously, stiealiadad: 


* Answer to Faber’s Difficulti 
pane 166.<-Note. ifficu ies of Romanism, by the Bishop of WAlsbourg. 
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aptly, carefully, and in a way perfectly accommodated to the 
sense of those who questioned her; and her answer being so 


framed as neither to deny her real belief, nor yet expose it to 


the derision of the ete she might well reply freely and 
boldly. 

* Let us next hess,” says Mr. Faber, “the ΕΘΝ 
“ reasoning of Tertullian.” 


“We must not call our senses in question, lest we shoul 


“‘ doubt respecting their fidelity even in the case of Christ 
“ himself. For, if we question their fidelity, we might perad- 
““ venture be led to say: that Christ falsely beheld Satan pre- 
“¢ cipitated from heaven ; or falsely heard the voice of his Father 
“ testifying of him; or was deceived, when he touched Peter’s 
* mother-in-law; or smelt a different odour of the ointment, 

“which he received for his sepulture; or tasted a different 
“ flavour of the wine, which he consecrated in memory of his 
“* own blood.’’* 

Mr. Faber’s first evidence was, as we have seen, sufficiently 
weak and inapplicable; but this pretended “homogeneous 
“ reasoning of Tertullian” is not only much weaker and totally 
foreign to the question, but it would prove a great deal too much 
for the objector’s own purpose. ‘Tertullian confutes the false 
opinions of the various heathen philosophers, who denied that 
we could depend upon the evidence of our senses. ‘Tertullian’s 


object could only be to prove that the senses afford us physical 
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certainty: but this cannot prevail when opposed to moral cer- — 
tainty in the highest degree, such as we have in the case of the — 
holy Eucharist ; where although the senses testify of bread and 


wine, a’ higher authority affords us perfect moral certainty that 


these exist not in substance, but only in appearance. All that — 
our senses can assure us is, that the accidents, the appearances, — 


and sensible qualities of bread and wine are in the holy’ 


Eucharist, as they undoubtedly are. But our senses cannot — 


testify that the substances of bread and wine are there, though’ 
we perceive their sensible qualities. Christ is pleased to allow 


the same favour of the wine which he consecrated, but he requires 
* TerTuLL. De Anima. 
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the exercise of our faith in his divine word that it is no longer 
substantially wine, but his own precious blood. ‘The argument 
pushed, as Mr. Faber would urge it, would prove far too much. 
It would have justified those who saw and conversed with Jesus 
Christ, in believing him to be only a human person, for the senses 
perceived in him the sensible properties of a man. And if the 
senses are to be believed above all authority and the highest 
moral certainty, men would have been warranted in denying our 
Lord’s divinity. Tertullian therefore might very consistently 
argue for “the fidelity of the animal senses,” as to the flavour of 
the consecrated species; and yet firmly believe that there 
remained no substance of wine, after the mysterious change of 
-Transubstantiation. 

Mr. Faber next invites us to hear a statement of St. Cyprian. 

* When Christ says; I am the true vine: the blood of Christ 
“ is not water, but wine. His blood, by which we are redeemed 
* and vivified, cannot be seen in the cup, when wine, by which 
“ the blood of Christ is shewn, is wanting to the cup: for, by 
“ the sacrament and testimony of all the Scriptures, that blood 
** is declared to have been poured forth.’* 

It will be remembered that several strong passages were 
adduced from St. Cyprian in the first section of the present 
chapter, beginning at page 270, affording positive evidence for 
the Catholic doctrine of Transubstantiation. 'The impartial 
reader will know therefore the real sentiments of St. Cyprian, 
and will not anticipate any difficulty in this solitary objected 
passage. Indeed it is not easy to understand how Mr. Faber 
makes any objection out of it. What he says, is that St. 
Cyprian joins together as homogeneous, the two expressions of 
our Blessed Saviour: J am the true vine, and This is my blood, 
and thence he infers that St. Cyprian must have deemed 
them both figurative. 

_ Such reasoning is forced and unfounded. St. Cyprian in the 

Epistle containing this quotation, is writing on the necessity of 

observing in the consecration of the chalice, every thing exactly 

which our Lord did and commanded. St. Cyprian mentions a 
* S. Cyprian. Epist.lviii, Ad Cecilium. 
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shocking abuse of some who consecrated with water only in the 
chalice. He declares that there should be wine mixed with 
water: arguing that if water alone be used, it will not be an 
appropriate vehicle or form to represent the blood of Christ. 
For since Christ figuratively declared himself to be the true vine, 
of course the juice of the vine would also be the appropriate 
figure of his blood. But ifno wine were in the chalice his blood 
could not be seen there, that is, there would be no visible symbol 
to represent it properly. All therefore to be gathered from these 
words of the holy Father, is that wine was.the acknowledged 
symbol of Christ’s blood, and therefore must be used for the 
sacramental chalice. Nothing can be legitimately drawn from 
this against our belief: for we even acknowledge that the out- 
ward accidents of the wine, which are permitted to remain after 
consecration, very aptly represent to us the blood of Christ, 
though we firmly believe that precious blood to be then really, 
but invisibly present. St. Cyprian however a little farther on in 
the same Epistle, clearly distinguishes between the figurative 
wine and the real blood of Christ, and in the following words, 
which it is impossible to mistake, puts an end to’ Mr. Faber’s 
disingenuous objection: “‘ As we cannot come to drink wine, 
“ unless the bunch of grapes be first trodden and pressed, so 
“ neither could we drink the blood of Christ, unless Christ had 
“ first been trodden and pressed.”* Mr. Faber must admit 
that here at least there isno homogeneity of expression : for St. 
Cyprian plainly speaks of our drinking that same precious ei 
which was shed by our Lord in his sacred passion. 

The next objection Mr. Faber takes from Theodoret, Bishop 
of Cyrus in the fifth century. 

“© Jacob called the blood of the Saviour the blood of the grape. 
“ For, if the Lord be denominated a vine, and if the fruit of the 
ἐς vine be called wine, and if from the side of the Lord fountains 
“ of blood and water circulating through the rest of his body 
“ passed to the lower parts: well and seasonably did the patriarch 


Any 
* Quomodo ad potandum vinum veniri non potest nisi botrus calcetur 
ante et prematur, sic nec nos sanguinem Christi_possemus bibere nisi 


Christus calcatus prius fuisset et pressus.—S. Cyp. Epist. ut supra. 
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“say; He washed his garments in wine, and his raiment in the 
“ blood of grapes. As we, then, call the mystic fruit of the vine, 
ἐς after its consecration, the blood of the Lord: so Jacob called 
“the blood of the true vine the blood of the grape——Our 
“ Saviour, indeed, interchanged the names: for to his body he 
ἐς save the name of the symbol, while to the symbol he gave the 
“name of his body; and, having thus called himself a vine, he 
“ applied the appellation of his blood to the symbol But 
* the scope of such language is perfectly familiar to those, who 
« have been initiated into the Mysteries. For our Lord required : 
“that they, who partake of the divine Mysteries, should not 
“ attend to the nature of the things which they see; but that 
‘in the change of names, they should believe that change which 
“is wrought by grace: inasmuch as he, who called his own 
“ natural body wheat and bread, and who further bestowed upon 
“himself the appellation of a vine, honoured also the visible 
“ symbols with the name of his body and blood; not changing 
ἐς their nature, but adding grace to nature.”’* 

A reader uninitiated in the mysteries of Faberism would sup- 
pose naturally enough that the above passage was taken from 
some professed work upon the holy Eucharist, and that the 
matter was treated openly, plainly and connectedly. But instead 
of this, he will find that it is artfully picked out from Theodoret’s 
Dialogues between an Eutychian heretic and an orthodox Ca- 
tholic, on the subject of Eutychianism; and he will further 
discover that both speakers in the Dialogue agree to speak of the 
Eucharist only in obscure and ambiguous terms, because their 
belief was the same on that point; and they introduced it only 
to afford some illustration of their respective belief upon the 
Eutychian question of there being but one nature in Jesus 
Christ. Moreover he will observe that the original is in the 
form of dialogue ; and if Mr. Faber had given the intermediate 
| speeches, instead of presenting the matter as a continued disser- 
tation just divided in two places by dashes, the real meaning 
would have afforded little or no difficulty. Again, any candid 
controvertist would suppose that this passage had not been 


* TuEoporet. Dial i.—Oper. Tom. iv. 
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produced before ; or at least that Mr. Faber had seen no answer 
to his objections from it ; but the truth is, that in a former work, 
the present writer had answered it at some length ;* and the least 
that Mr. Faber could have done in common politeness, not to 
say honesty, would have been to notice the answer, and state 
why it was unsatisfactory. But he has not taken the slightest 
notice of the answer: and those who have had experience of his 
tactics will be at no loss for the reason. 

Mr. Faber considers Theodoret to have taught, first, that our 
Blessed Saviour called the wine after consecration his own blood, 
because he had previously called himself the true vine ; and that 
as he was only figuratively a vine, so the wine in the chalice 
could only figuratively be called his blood: secondly, that the 
doctrine of only a sacramental or moral change, that is of no real 
change at all, was familiar to the initiated: and Jasély, that no 
change takes place by consecration, in the nature or substance of 
the elements. To the first objection, I answer that Mr. Faber’s 
reason may account for our Lord’s choosing wine as the element, 
to become by consecration his real blood; but that it does not 
follow that the species of wine was only figuratively called his 
blood. There is a wide difference between the two expressions. 
For when our Saviour called himself the true vine, no one ever 
supposed that he was changed into a real vine, any more than 
that his disciples were changed into branches: and when he 
called himself bread, we know that he was not changed into real. 
bread. But when he called bread his body, the bread was really 
changed into his body, and the wine in like manner into his blood. 
Thus in the latter case the names might and did really agree to 
what they designated: but in the former, the names were not 
founded upon any real change. In answer to the second: objec- 
tion, 1 deny that there is any intimation in Theodoret, that only 
a moral change, and nota real change was familiar to the initiated 
or well instructed Christians : for Theodoret’s words imply a far 
more important change, where in answer to Eranistes, who asks 
the reason of our Lord’s ghanding the names of bread and wine, 


* Reply to Faber’s Supplement to Diff. of Rom. by Rev. F. C. Husenbeth, 
page 262. . 
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and calling them his body and blood, he declares that the reason, 
well known to the initiated Christians, was, because he wished 
and required them not to attend to what the elements naturally 
appeared to be, μὴ τὴ φύσει τῶν Crcroutver προσέχειν, but to 
believe that they were changed by grace, that is, by the 
divine power, so that they were now the real body and blood of 
Christ: ἀλλα dvd τὴς τῶν ονομέίτων evardAayis, πιστεύειν τὴ ἐκ THs 
χάριτος γεγενημένη μεταξολὴ. That this is the real meaning of 
Theodoret, will be yet more evident if we recollect, that the 
speakers continually revert to their mutual agreement to speak 
in obscure terms; and that they could not have spoken more 
openly, without betraying the secret of the Eucharist. Also if 
we consider, that had they believed as Mr. Faber does, there 
could have been no need of any reserve or ambiguity of language. 
The words which they actually employ, Mr. Faber considers to 
convey his own doctrine of only a moral change: but. this 
language was purposely ambiguous, and therefore must have 
conveyed more: if it conveyed more, it must have signified a 
real, substantial change. I defy Mr. Faber to destroy this 
argument drawn from the conventional ambiguity of these expres- 
sions. I agree that they do not teach the Catholic faith plainly, 
. for this they actually professed not to do; but I contend that 
they furnish sufficient evidence of it when the whole context is 
taken together, while at the same time they teach nothing 
opposed to it. And therefore I answer to the third objection, 
drawn from the words of Theodoret, that our Lord “ honoured 
* the visible symbols with the name of his body and blood, not 
“ changing nature, but adding grace to nature,’ that Mr. Faber 
will do well here to remember his own canon, which on a former 
occasion he so pompously proclaimed, that we are not always 
to attend to what is said, but to what is meant. It is true that 
_Theodoret appears to declare “ even in so many words,” that 
no change takes place in the nature of the elements : but we 
have been forewarned by the speakers themselves that their 
words would be ambiguous, and would not always mean what 
they appeared to mean. And from what has been already 

observed, as well as from other passages which prove the 
aq2 
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belief of Theodoret, it is plain that he only meant by the word 
nature, the outward natural appearances and properties of the 
bread and wine, which remain unchanged after grace has been 
added, that is, after consecration has effected a real change of 
substance. 

If this be doubted, let the reader turn to Theodoret’s second 
Dialogue; where he will find Orthodoxus declaring that the 
sacred symbols “ are understood to be what they have been 
made.” So that they were believed to have been made some- 
thing which they were not before: but in Mr. Faber’s system 
they remain just bread and wine as they were before. Ortho- 
doxus adds, “ this they are believed to be, and as such they are 
“adored.” In the Catholic doctrine this is obvious and con- 
sistent ; the species are transubstantiated, and are become really 
the body and blood of Christ; as such they are adored with 
divine worship due to the Divinity alone. But Theodoret could 
not have used such language, if he had believed like Mr. Faber. 
Therefore Mr. Faber must either admit the divine adoration of 
the Eucharist, and believe in Transubstantiation ; or he must 
translate the Greek προσκυνεῖται by venerated or decenily revered, 
as he has done in one place;* and then he must acknowledge the 
distinction between divine adoration, and lowered respect or 
veneration, which we shall find him obstinately combating when 
we come to the subject of holy images. Thus either way he is 
in a perplexing difficulty: but for the latter course, he has cer- 
tainly no foundation. ᾿ 

For though Theodoret’s belief must already be apparent, it is 
made yet plainer by reference to what he says of the Eucharist, 
when writing freely and professedly on the subject. He tells us, 
that Christ “ gave his most precious body and blood, not only 
“to the eleven apostles, but also to the traitor :” and a little 
after, “ that they offer him a very great affront, who take his 
“ most holy body with unclean hands, and put it into a defiled 
“ mouth.”+ If Theodoret had believed that the communicant 


νὴ ἄταν pea ἡ to the Difficulties of ipigoreaeid P. §1—note. 
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received only bread and wine, he could not have spoken of the 
enormous affront and sacrilege of taking Christ’s body with 
unclean hands ; for the recipient would only have taken into his 
hand,—as communion was anciently received in the hand,—bread 
and wine, but could not have so received the body of Christ. 
And thus we have convincing proof that Theodoret believed the 
reality and substantial presence of Christ’s body in the holy 
Eucharist, and that when Christ called the bread his body, he 
believed it to be what it was then made, and as such adored it, 
just as he proclaimed of our Lord’s human nature, that it “ ἐδ 
* adored by every creature, because it is called the body of the 
“ὁ Lord of nature.”* Here indeed is homogeneity of expression ; 
though Mr. Faber in vain attempted to establish it in the pre- 
vious case, from language intentionally made obscure. 

Mr. Faber next advances that even St. Jerom could not have 
held Transubstantiation. But what is his proof? One short 
quotation : “All lovers of pleasure, rather than lovers of God,— 
“6 inasmuch as they are unholy in body and in spirit, neither eat 
“ the flesh of Christ, nor drink his blood. Concerning which he 
“ himself speaks: Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my 
“ blood, hath eternal life. For Christ our Passover has been 
“ὁ sacrificed.” 

Here is as complete a specimen of the trickery of Faberism, 
as its greatest enemy could have hoped to detect. The above 
passage by cunning suppression, by a dash at the beginning, and 
the omission of a sentence at the end, is made to bear a sense 
which, when the whole is produced, it is clear that St. Jerom 
never could have dreamt of. Itseemsasif Mr. Faber thought no 
artifice too mean, and no descent too base to search for any mate- 
rials which he could fashion into proofs for his wretched system. 
Here he has gone to a comment of St. Jerom upon this passage 


καὶ τὸ ἄιματος, τοῦτο δηλοὶ, ὅτι καθάπερ Taped ans μὲν αὐτὸν οὐδέν, 
ἐπαρῴνησαν δὰ εἰς αὐτὸν loud ‘alos, οὕτως ὠτιμάουσιν ὠυτὸν οἱ τὸ πανα’- 
γον auTs σῶμα χερσὶν ἀκαθάρτοις Pex ouevor, καὶ evaryer σροσφεροντες 
Soyart.—THEODORETI, Interpret. shines. i. ad Cor. Cap. a. 

Ὁ Παρὰ πάσης προσκυνᾶται τῆς κτίσεως, ἅτε δὴ σῶμα χρηματίζον 
τὸ Δεσπύτε τὴς φυσεως.---[ἨΚΟΡΟΚΕΤ. Dial. ii. Inconfus. 
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of Isaias, chap Ixvi. v.17: They that were sanctified, and thought 
themselves clean in the gardens behind the gate within, they that 
did eat swine’s flesh, and the abomination, and the mouse, they 
shali be consumed together, saith the Lord. This denuncia- 
tion evidently applies to those who neglected to come to the — 
temple to be sanctified according to the law by victims of expia__ 
tion, but pretended to purify themselves from their abominations — 
by various ablutions in waters contrived in the gardens of © 
pleasure where their crimes were committed, in company with — 
other transgressors of the law, with whom the prophet denounces — 
that they shall be consumed together. St. Jerom compares — 
these to similar profane persons under the New Law, who refuse 
to come to the Church of God to be sanctified by a worthy — 
preparation and reception of the sacred mysteries of the 
Eucharist. Here are his words exactly and entirely translated: — 
“‘ We may say in a tropological sense: that all those lovers of — 
“‘ pleasure more than lovers of God, are sanctified in gardens — 
“and gates, because they cannot enter into the mysteries of 
“ truth, and that they eat the food of impiety, since they are not 
“ holy in body and spirit, nor do they eat the flesh of Jesus, — 
“nor drink his blood. Of which he himself speaks: He that 
“ eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood, hath everlasting life. 
“ For Christ our pasch is immolated. Who is not eaten out of % 
“ς doors, but in one house and inside.”* | 
By comparing this with Mr. Faber’s quotation above, it will 4 
be perceived that by omitting the important words from “ lovers — 
“ of God,” down to “impiety,” he has artfully contrived to 
represent St. Jerom as saying, that the wicked do not receive — 
the body and blood of Christ when they communicate. Whereas 
St. Jerom evidently means that they do not receive at all; that 
they purposely stay away from the holy Communion altogether. — 


“ar 
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* Secundum tropologiam possumus dicere: omnes voluptatis magis ama- 
tores, quam amatores Dei, sanctificari in hortis et in liminibus, quia mysteria — 
veritatis non valent introire, et comedere cibos impietatis, dum non sunt 
sancti corpore et spiritu, nec comedunt carnem Jesu, neque bibunt sangui- 
nem ejus. De quo ipse loquitur: Qui comedit carnem meum, et bibit sangui-, 
nem meum, habet vitam eternam. Etenim pascha nostrum immolatus est © 
Christus. Qui non foris, sed in domo una et intus comeditur.—S. H1zRon. 
Comment, in Isatie@ levi. | 
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pretending that they can be sanctified at a distance from the 
temple of God in gates and gardens, like the Jews condemned by 
the prophet. To give colour to his perversion of St. Jerom’s 
meaning, he takes care to omit the last sentence, where St. Jerom 
declares that Christ is not eaten out of doors, but only in his 
holy temples, where he, our true passover, is also immolated. 
This places St. Jerom’s meaning beyond dispute: but a passage 
may be made to mean almost any thing by that disgraceful 
practice of lopping and suppression, at which Mr. Faber is such 
an adept. St. Jerom denounces woes against those who 
stay away from the holy Communion on account of their 
- abominations: and Mr. Faber produces his words shaped to his 
own purpose, to make St. Jerom declare that the body of Christ 
is not received by the unholy communicant, and to shew that 
therefore he could not have held Transubstantiation! Yet Mr. 
Faber had seen in the work so familiar'to him, five pointed 
passages from St. Jerom all proving his belief on the Eucharist 
to be the selfsame with our own, and of course that of the 
Catholic Church in every age.* To these he says nothing: but 
seeks to invalidate them by the poor and mean artifice above 
exposed. And let the reader finally be informed that this 
trickery of Mr. Faber had been already exposed’ by Dr. Corless 
and myself, and St. Jerom’s real meaning explained: yet as 
usual, Mr. Faber stoops to the “ dirty work” of exhibiting the 
same quotation again, without the slightest notice of our animad- 
versions.t What can any honest man think of a cause propped 
up by such artifices ? 
_ Inthe same spirit, Mr. Faber gives the following translations 
of two passages from St. Augustin, which he calls parallel state 
ments, strictly analogous to the foregoing from St. Jerom. 
ο΄ Persons of this description must not be said to eat the body 
_ of Christ, inasmuch as they are not to be reckoned among the 
_ members of Christ When he said; Whoso eateth my 
“flesh and drinketh my blood, he remaineth in me, and I in 


_ * Faith of Catholics on certain points of Controversy. Second Edition, 
page 230. cats 

t See Letter to Rev. G. 8. Faber, by Rev, G. Corless, page 30; and Reply 
to Faber’s Supplement by Rev. F. C. Husenbeth, page 183. 
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“him: he shewed, what it is to eat the body of Christ and to 
“‘ drink his blood, not merely so far as the sacrament is con- 
** cerned, but verily and indeed: for this is to remain in Christ, 
*‘ that Christ also should remain in him. For he thus spake it, 
“ as if he should say : whoso remaineth not in me, nor I in him; 
“ Jet not that person assert or imagine, that he eateth my ΒΟΥ 
“ or drinketh my blood.’’* | 

“To believe in him is to eat the living bread. He, who | 
“ believeth in him, eateth We also to-day receive visible — 
‘“‘ food: but a sacrament is one thing; and the virtue ofa sacra- | 
““ ment, another. How many receive from the altar and die: 
“ nay die, even by the very act of receiving The, true 
“ recipient is, he who eats internally, not he who eats externally : | 
‘* he who eats in his heart, not he who presses with his tooth 
“ He, who remaineth not in Christ and in whom Christ doth not 
“remain, beyond all doubt neither spiritually eats his flesh nor 
“drinks his blood, although carnally and visibly he may press — 
“ with his teeth the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ: 
“ but he rather eats and drinks the sacrament of so great a oa 
“ to his own condemnation.t 

Mr. Faber had produced the first of these passages before, ’ 
but in such a garbled manner as to withhold a clause very essen= i 
tial to the proper understanding of St. Augustin’s meaning. This 
manceuvring had been exposed by Dr. Corless and myself, in 
the publications already referred to. Mr. Faber, without 
alluding to our observations, or attempting to set aside our 
exposition of the real meaning, gives the passage entire in this 
place, snd leaves the reader to make what he can of it. It 
must be observed that the subject of the Chapter in which it 
occurs, is, whether heretics and wicked Catholics can have any 
just hope of eternal life, merely because they have received the 
sacraments of Baptism and the holy Eucharist, while they still 
live in heresy or grievous sin. St. Augustin proves that they 
can have no such hope, from the words of St. Paul against the 
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* §. Aueust. De Civit. Dei, Lib. avi. C. 25. ᾿ 
+ Ibid. Expos, in Evang. Joan. Tract. xavi. 4 
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perpetrators of various crimes. But then, he says, a person 
may well enquire, how we are to understand our Saviour’s 
promise of eternal life to those who should eat his flesh and 
drink his blood. To this he answers, that as to the first, 
namely, the heretics, it is not enough to eat the body of 
Christ in the holy Sacrament, but they must remain in the 
mystical body of Christ, which is his Church. “ Whoever 
“ therefore is in the unity of his body, that is in the close union 
“ of the Christian members, the sacrament of which body the 
_ faithful who communicate are used to receive at the altar, he 
“ὁ is truly to be said to eat the body of Christ, and drink the 
“blood of Christ. And in this way heretics and schismatics, 
ἐς who are separated from the unity of this body, may receive the 
“same sacrament, but not profitable to them, but indeed 
“ noxious.” St. Augustin goes on to say that the others 
who are in the faith, but lead wicked lives, cannot either be 
truly said to eat the body of Christ, because they cannot pro- 
perly be reckoned among the members of Christ. Here Mr. 
Faber’s quotation begins, and the reader will now sufficiently 
understand in what sense St. Augustin wrote it, and that he 
meant no such thing as Mr. Faber represents. St. Augustin 
never denied that the wicked receiver actually eat and drank the 
precious body and blood of Christ, for he expressly spoke of the 
necessity of eating not only in the sacrament, but with such 
_ dispositions as would render us true and worthy receivers. ‘The 
holy Father uses the expression, non sacramento tenus, sed 
revera corpus Christi manducare, which Mr. Faber renders thus : 
* not merely so far as the sacrament is concerned, but verily and 
“indeed.” St. Augustin, however, could not have meant that 
[0 receive sacramentally was not a true and real manducation, 
but his purpose being to shew that wicked Catholics must not 
» rely on the bare reception of the holy Sacrament without true 
conversion from their sins, he insists upon the true manducation 
of Christ, as consisting in a worthy and profitable reception with 
| good dispositions, by which we really abide in Christ, and he in 
us, and thus accomplish the words of Christ, which, he says, 
were intended by our Lord to convey this meaning : “ He that 
RT 
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“does not abide in me, and in whom I abide not, let him not 
“ say or think that he eats my flesh, or drinks my blood.” The 
meaning of the holy Father is manifest : that a wicked receiver, 
though he does indeed really eat and drink the precious body and 
blood of Christ, does not remain in Christ, and does not receive 
the grace and benefit of a worthy Communion. Therefore he 
proves his point, that the mere reception of the blessed Sacra- 
ment is not enough to secure eternal life, which is only promised 
to him who abides in Christ, and in whom Christ abides. There 
is nothing in either of these passages at variance with Transub- 
stantiation. 

If St. Augustin taught nothing inconsistent with the dactrine 
of Transubstantiation, what advantage can Mr. Faber hope to 
gain by quoting Rabanus Maurus, who in the ninth century 
wrote in the same strain, and quoted even the words of St. 
Augustin ? Surely the following citation from that author is 
utterly superfluous. 

“ The Lord willed, that the sacraments of his body and blood 
« should be received by the mouth of the faithful, and should be 
ἐς reduced into their aliment: that so, through a visible body, an 
“ invisible effect might be shewn At the Lord’s table, the 
“ sacrament of this thing is, by some, received to life; by others, 
“ to destruction : but the thing itself is received, by every man 
“ to life, by no man to destruction, whosoever shall have been a 
ἐς partaker of it, that is, whosoever shall have been associated as 
“ 4 member to Christ, the head in the kingdom of heaven ; for 
“a sacrament is one thing, but the virtue of a sacrament is 
ἐς another thing. The sacrament is received by the mouth : by 
“the virtue of the sacrament, the inner man is satiated.’* 
Rabanus follows and cites St. Augustin, keeping to his careful 
distinction between an unworthy Communion, where a person 
would not receive the grace and virtue of the sacrament, though, 
as he observes, “ the sacrament of this thing” would even so 
be received, but to his destruction ; and a worthy Communion, 
in which the inner man would be satiated with the virtue and 


* Raspan. Maur. De Instit. Cler. L. i. c. 31. ἡ 
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grace of Jesus Christ. What can be here found in the slightest 
degree opposed to Transubstantiation ? | 

_ This finishes Mr. Faber’s production of evidence, by which he 
has attempted to shew that the ancients understood the words 
of Institution of the holy Eucharist, not literally, but figuratively. 
Every one of his statements has been examined, and proved to 
be perfectly consistent with the true Catholic doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation. I pass on therefore to his second section, where 
he undertakes to “ produce statements, in which the consecrated 
“elements are said to be types, or antitypes, or figures, or 
“ὁ symbols, or images, or representations of the body and blood 
* of Christ.” No doubt such statements can be produced in 
abundance ; but when Mr. Faber infers from the use of such 
expressions, that those who employed them did not believe in 
the real presence and Transubstantiation, he draws a false con- 
clusion, as will soon be shewn. 

The words anéitype, image, and the rest, have two meanings ; 
the one excluding reality, which is the popular meaning ; the 
other quite compatible with the reality and truth of the thing 
signified, and only indicating that it is not present in a manner 
to be discerned by the senses. Thus these words may be used 
or rejected -when speaking of the blessed Eucharist, without any 
contradiction ; because in the one sense they are. true, and in 
the other false. We confess the Eucharist to be both reality 
and figure, because it is interiorly the reality, but exteriorly a 
figure, the senses perceiving nothing but the usual appearances 
of bread and wine. From this it will be seen, that merely to 
_ adduce passages where the Fathers call the Eucharist a type or 
figure, is proving nothing; since any Catholic at the present day 
might safely do the same. To support his system by the holy 
Fathers, Mr. Faber ought to produce evidence of their believing 
the Eucharist to be exclusively a figure. This he has not done ; 
and until he does it, his references to the ancient Fathers are 
‘mere waste of time, not to say, additional proofs of his unfair 
method of arguing. 

He begins with the following citation from St. Irenzus, in the 
second century. ‘ They who have followed the last ordinances 
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“ of the Apostles, know that the Lord appointed a new oblation 
‘in the new covenant, according to the words of Malachi the 
“ prophet : Wherefore, from the rising of the sun even to his 
“ setting, my name has been glorified among the nations, and in 
“‘ every place incense is offered to my name, and a clean sacri- 
“fice. As also John says, in the Apocalypse : The incense is 
“the prayers of the Saints. Paul likewise exhorts, that we 
““ should present our bodies a living sacrifice, holy and acceptable 
“unto God, which is our reasonable service. And again: Let 
“us offer the sacrifice of praise, that is, the fruit of our lips. 
“ For these oblations are not according to the Law, whose hand- 
“writing the Lord, having blotted out, hath taken away from 
“ {86 midst ; but they are according to the spirit : for, in spirit 
“and in truth, we must worship God. Wherefore also the 
* oblation of the Eucharist is not carnal but spiritual, and in 
“that respect pure. For we offer unto God the bread and the 
“‘ cup of blessing, giving thanks unto him, because he has com- 
“ manded the earth to produce these fruits for our food: and 
“ then, having finished the oblation, we invoke the Holy Spirit, 
‘‘ that he would exhibit this sacrifice, both the bread as the body 
“ of Christ, and the cup as the blood of Christ; in order that 
“ they, who partake of these ANTITYPES, may obtain remission 
“of sins and life eternal. Wherefore they, who bring these 
“ὁ oblations in remembrance of the Lord, approach not to the 
“ dogmas of the Jews: but liturgising spiritually, they shall be 
“ called the sons of wisdom.”* Upon this passage, which really 
does not in the least affect our doctrine, Mr. Faber repeats his 
favourite idea of the Eucharistic sacrifice consisting merely in 
the oblation of the bread and wine before consecration, which I 
have fully refuted in its proper place, in the First Section of the 
present Chapter. The only point to be considered in this super- 
fluously lengthened quotation, is the word Antitypes, applied by 
St. Irenzeus to the blessed Eucharist. Mr. Faber would have it 
that St. Irenzeus believed the Eucharist to be merely figurative, 
because St. Paul says: Christ has not entered into the sane- 


ΚΊΜΩΝ, Fragment. in Append. ad Hippol. Oper. Vol. ii. p. 64, 65. — 
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tuaries made with hands, the patterns (avritura) of the true* 
But what of this ? The question is settled without the necessity 
of referring to St. Paul. We have only to take the plain words 
of St. Irenzeus : “ that he would exhibit this sacrifice, both the 
“ bread as the body of Christ, and the cup as the blood of 
“ Christ ; in order that they, who partake of these antitypes, 
“may obtain remission of sins and life eternal.” St. Irenzeus 
applies the word antitypes to the visible species of bread and 
wine, which are undoubtedly figures and signs of what is really 
present, though concealed, beneath these antitypes. Where is 
the believer in Transubstantiation at the present day, who would 
hesitate to use precisely the same language ? 
_ Mr. Faber next quotes the Clementine Liturgy, which in the 
same way calls the sacred elements antitypes.. But it would be 
utterly superfluous to dwell on a passage, which, presenting the 
same phraseology as tbe preceding, is explained by the same 
reasoning. 

Next he brings forth two passages from St. Cyril of Jerusalem. 
“ While eating, the communicants are commanded to eat, not 
“ bread and wine, but the ΑΝΤΙΤΥΡΕ of the body and blood of 
“ Christ.” 

“ With all assurance, let us partake, as it were, of the body 
* and blood of Christ : for, in the Type of bread, the body is 
given to thee ; and, in the rypx of wine, the blood is given to 
“thee: in order that thou mayest partake of the body and 
“blood of Christ, becoming with him joint body and joint 
© blood.” t 
I may first ask how any man could be hardy enough to 
proclaim that we should become joint body and joint blood, 
΄σύσσωμος καὶ συναιμος, with Christ, if we never received either 
his body or blood at all? Here are expressions the strongest 
and most precise which could be devised, to signify a real and 
most intimate union of Christ’s flesh and blood with ours ; and 
yet Mr. Faber dreams of St. Cyril teaching that we receive a 


* Heb. ix. v. 24. 
+ 5. Cyr. Hreros. Catech. Mystag. v. 
{ Ibid. Catech, Mystag. iv. 
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mere type and figure! The real meaning of St. Cyril no honest 
man can mistake. He calls the outward and visible parts of 
the Eucharist antitypes or types, as they undoubtedly are: yet 
he never says that they do not cover and contain the reality, but, 
on the contrary, expressly teaches that they do; for that the 
body and blood of Christ are given under the types, or figures, 
or forms, or appearances of bread and wine. A splendid con- 
firmation, in fact, of the true Catholic belief of Transubstantiation. 
Mr. Faber had adduced this latter passage in his Supplement : 
it had been fully considered in my Reply; but he passes over 
my refutution in dishonourable silence.* 

He next travels to Egypt, and calls up a witness from the 
desert, in the person of the venerable St. Macarius, the author 
of Fifty Homilies ; who is generally believed to have been St. 
Macarius the Elder, who died in 390. Thus speaks the author 
in the 27th Homily. 

“Τὴ the Church are offered bread and wine, the Antitype of 
“ Christ’s flesh and blood : and they, who partake of the visible 
“ bread, eat the flesh of the Lord spiritually.” 

Nothing can be drawn from this opposed to Transubstan- 
tiation ; because the faith of the Church having been determined 
by an infinity of other expressions, which clearly decide the 
sense of these, there was no danger of being misunderstood in 
using them ; and the faithful might often employ such language 
in a sense quite consonant with sound Catholic doctrine. St. 
Macarius called the symbols, the Antitype of Christ’s flesh and 
blood ; so may we: but he no more excluded the real, sub- 
stantial presence, than we do. He moreover distinguished, as 
we do, the visible and earthly part, from the spiritual and hea- 
venly part of the holy Eucharist. And what Catholic woul 
hesitate to affirm the flesh of the Lord to be the spiritual and 
celestial gift, received by those who partake of what visibly 
appears to be only bread ? rs 

But Mr. Faber finds that St. Gregory Nazianzen employs the 
same accredited ecclesiastical phraseology. 

“ Knowing then that no person is worthy of the great God 

* See Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 187. 
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and sacrifice and high priest, who has not first offered himself 

“ unto God a living and holy sacrifice, performing a reasonable 
_ and acceptable service, and sacrificing unto God the sacrifice of 
_ praise and a broken spirit which is the only sacrifice required 

* at our hands by him who gives us all things: how could 1 

* dare to offer to him the external sacrifice, the ANTITYPE of 

* the great mysteries "ἢ 

I could help Mr. Faber to inflate his bubble with other quota- 

_ tions from the same St. Gregory, where in like manner he calls 
_ the eucharistic symbols antitypes and figures; as in his account 

of the miraculous cure of his sister,t and in his eloquent appeal 
to the prefect to spare the city of Nazianzum.{ But the same 

principle applies to these expressions wherever found in the 

writings of the holy Fathers. Believing the reality to be con- 

cealed under outward symbols, they appropriately called those 

symbols antitypes of the great mysteries which were invisibly 

present. 

In the same sense St. Clement of Alexandria wrote Mr. 

Faber’s next quotation: “The Scripture has named wine a 

“ mystic symBou of the holy blood.”|| Mr. Faber has been 
twice told that he is not justified in citing this on the present 
- subject. Dr. Corless and myself both reminded him that as it 

occurs in an insulated form in a discourse against the immode- 

rate use of wine, and appears to have no reference whatever to 
the holy Eucharist, he did not act candidly in quoting it in his 

earlier works: but how much is his unfairness aggravated by his 

quoting it now again, without a single observation! If how- 

ever St. Clement could be supposed to allude in this stray sen- 
_ tence to the eucharistic species of wine, still no more could be 
- gathered from it than that wine which was the element chosen 
_ by our Saviour to be changed into his blood, might very appro- 
| priately on that account be named a symbol of the holy blood. 
_ And what could Mr. Faber gain by this? 

* S. Grea. Nazianz. Orat. i. 
+ Ibid. Orat. vi. 1 Ibid. Orat. xvii. 
|| S. Cuement. Avex. Pedag. Lib. ii. c. 2. 


Ἵ See Dr. Corless’ Defence, p. 4, and Letter to Faber, p. 6: also my 
| Difficulties of Faberism, ἊΣ A 
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* Let us next observe,” he says, “ the still parallel phraseology — 
“ς of Tertullian.” 

“ God in your Gospel has so revealed the matter, calling this : 
“bread his own body, that you may hence understand how he - 
“* gave the figure of bread to be the rigure of his own body: a 
* whose body, conversely, the prophet has figuratively called © 
“ bread, the Lord himself being afterward about to interpret this — ' 
** sacrament. ἢ 

“ Christ reprobated neither the water of the Creator with 
“ which he washes his people, nor the oil with which he anoints ‘ 


a 


“them, nor the fellowship of honey and milk with which he 
“ feeds them as infants, nor the bread by which he REPRESENTS _ 
*‘ his own body: for even in his sacraments, he needs the beg- 
“< garly elements of the Creator.’’t « 


passage of Tertullian, so intimately connected with the first 7 | 
the above, and so useful in elucidating its meaning, that I must 
particularly request the reader to refer to it again. He will fin ‘id 
it there shewn that Tertullian’s object was to prove against Mar- 


were subject to his inspiration and direction. Consequentl ig 
that there is a close connexion between the Old and New Testz 7 


ments, so that the figures of the Old correspond with 


δ 


institutions of the New Law. This being understood, there cane | 


be no difficulty in ascertaining the whole meaning of the first 
passage before us. Tertullian tells Marcion that the Gospel _ | 


explains why the Lord formerly inspired his prophet Jeremias — 
to call bread a figure of his body; inasmuch as he was afterwards — 


ἢ i 


to interpret this mystery by calling bread his own body. The — 
plain sense of which is, that bread was formerly proclaimed a : 


figure of Christ’s body, because it was afterwards to be used as 


the outward symbol of his body in the blessed Sacrament. But — 


~ 


Tertullian does not say that it is now only a symbol: his — 


expression, that Christ called bread his own body, may justly — 


* TertTuuu. adv. Marcion, Lib. iii. § 12. 
+ Ibid. Lib. i. § 9. 
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be understood to mean that at the same time, he made it become 
_ what he called it, by changing it into his real body. The second 
_ quotation here, the reader will find fully noticed above at 
page 267. 
Let us proceed then with our objector to the words of 
Kusebius of Cesarea. 
ο΄ © Christ himself gave the symBots of the divine economy to 
“his own disciples ; commanding, that the mace of his own 
_ body should be made.”’* 
I find no such passage as the above in the Latin version of 
| Eusebius, to which alone I can at present refer. But supposing 
_ Mr. Faber’s extract. to be correct, it is certain that Eusebius did 
mot mean that the eucharistic symbols were mere symbols, 
exclusive of the true, real, and substantial presence of what they 
concealed. For in the First Book of the same Evangelical 
Demonstration, Eusebius points out the difference between the 
sacrifices of the Old Law and the eucharistic sacrifice of the 
New, inasmuch as the former contained only symbols and 
figures, whereas the latter contains the reality. These are his 
words : “ Rightly indeed, when they celebrate daily the memo- 
“ὁ vial of him, and the remembrance of his body and blood, they 
* are honoured with a far more excellent sacrifice and gift than 
“ was that of old. Since, therefore, all things are thus, we do 
- © not consider it any longer lawful to go back to those first and 
| “ infirm elements, which indeed contain certain signs and images, 

“but not the truth itself’’+ After thus clearly proclaiming the ᾿ 
truth of the eucharistic sacrifice, as distinguished from the 
\ figurative and symbolical nature of those of old, it is impossible 
| to suppose that the same writer, in the objected passage, could 
have meant to represent the Eucharist as merely figurative. 
‘This would indeed have been that return to infirm element, 
which this Father had so distinctly reprobated. 
_ We are next invited to hear the profound St. Ambrose, at the 
/ latter end of the fourth century. 
“In the Law was the shadow: in the Gospel is the [μΆ68Ὲ : 
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2 | αὶ Fugen Demonst. Evang. Lib. viii. c. 2. 
+ Euses. Dem. Evan. L. i. ¢. 10. 
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“in Heaven is the reality. Formerly a lamb was offered, a calf 
“ was offered: now Christ is offered Here he is in an 
“ IMAGE: there he is in reality.” 

Mr. Faber in his eagerness to grasp at any passage, which 
appears likely to serve his turn, sometimes falls into very 
unhappy mistakes. This he does in the passage before us. 
St. Ambrose says that Christ is offered here in an Image; and 
Mr. Faber straightway sets it down that St. Ambrose’ believed 
the Eucharist to be only an image of Christ’s body. But St. 
Ambrose did not mean that Christ was offered in an image of 
his body, but in an image of that glory and brightness with which 
he offers himself to his Father in heaven. He distinguishes 
three states; that of the Law, where there were only shadows, 
that of the Gospel where we have a mixture of images and 
realities, but for the most part veiled and concealed from ou 
senses; and that of Heaven, where all things are laid open in 
brilliant truth. All then that St. Ambrose means, is that Chri 
is not offered now in a form unveiled, but under signs and 
figures, namely the outward symbols of bread and wine. 3 

But that the Saint did not insinuate that Christ is offered now 
in image only and not in substance, would have been yet moré 
evident, if Mr. Faber had not cunningly suppressed one part of 
the sentence. Mr. Faber puts: now Christ is offered—— but 
his dash purposely conceals the following important words of 
St. Ambrose: but he is offered as man, as receiving his passion, 
and he himself offers as the priest, that he may forgive our sins.* 

“ We may next attend to the great Augustine,” says ὡς 


Faber. Though he is careful never to honour this or any other 
holy Father with the just and glorious title of Saint, it 
amusing to observe how some of these holy men are now and 
then styled great, or venerable, when Mr. Faber imagines that 
he can enlist them on his side. ‘The passages here presented) 
from the great St. Augustin are the three following. a 

“The Lord, when he gave the stan of his body, did | not 
“ doubt to say: This is*my body.”+ 


* Sed offertur quasi homo, quasi recipiens passionem, et offert seipse ΠῚ 
sacerdos, ut peccata wae dimittat—S. ΑΜΒ. Officiorum, Lib.i, Cap. 48. 
+ S. Aue. contra Adimant. c. vii. 


SECTION II. TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 323 


“In the history of the New Testament, so great and so 


marvellous was the patience of our Lord, that, bearing with 


“ Judas, though not ignorant of his purpose, he admitted him 
“ to the banquet, in which he commended and delivered to his 
“ disciples the r1guRE of his own body and blood.’’* 

“These (namely the water and blood) are sacraments, in 


« which, not what they are, but what they shew forth, is the 


“point to be always attended to: for they are the siens of 
“things, being one thing, and signifying another thing.’’t 

_To the first of these I answer, that St. Augustin might well 
affirm that our Lord did not hesitate to say: This is my body: 


because he gave not an empty sign, but a sign containing the 


reality. Thus if I gave Mr. Faber a purse containing money, 
though he perceived nothing but the purse, I believe he would 
readily allow me to say: This is money. 

To the second passage, the same answer will apply which has 
been given to similar expressions in others of the holy Fathers. 
Before false teachers had abused and perverted these expressions, 


the Catholic writers freely used them in a sense, in which we 


should still employ them, but for the danger now of being 
misunderstood. St. Augustin tells us, that Christ delivered to 
his disciples the figure of his own body and blood ; but he does 
not tell us that it was an empty figure; and from his known 
belief evinced in so many other parts of his writings, as well as 


_ from the well known faith of the Church in his time, it is impos- 


sible to suppose that he meant a mere empty figure. 

For what purpose Mr. Faber brings the third quotation, I 
cannot imagine. St. Augustin is speaking of the water and 
blood being signs of things; or of sacraments in general being 


Mysterious signs, which nobody denies. But what can this have 


_ to do with the question of Transubstantiation ? 


_ We are next to hear Theodoret, Bishop of Cyrus, who died in 
457. . 


“The mystic symBous, after consecration, pass not out of 
“ their own proper nature Place, then, the imacE by the 


* S. Aug. Enar. in Psalm iii. 
+ 5. Aug. Cont. Mazvimin, Lib. iit. ὁ. 22. 
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“ side of the archetype ; and thou wilt see the simILITUDE: for 
“6 it is meet, that the type should be similar to the reality.’”* 

The purport of quoting this is to “ direct the enquirer’s 
“ special attention to Theodoret’s contradistinction of the image 
“ from its archetype: τῶ ἀρχετύπῳ τὴν εἰκόνα." However closely 
we attend to this distinction, nothing can be legitimately inferred 
from it at variance with the doctrine of Transubstantiation. For 
Theodoret here employs the word archetype to mean of course 
our Blessed Saviour’s body, and by the word image, he means 
the outward accidents perceptible by the senses; which he had 
just before called symdols, as Catholics are accustomed to ie 
them every day. 

Next Mr. Faber quotes from the Treatise on the Sacraments, 
generally attributed to St. Ambrose, but at least the work of 
some bishop about the same age. 

* Dost thou wish to learn the form of consecration? Hear, 
“ then, its very words. The priest says: Cause this our oblation 
«ὁ to be reasonable and acceptable: because it is the βίου of 
“the body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ.”’+ | 

This is one of the many passages where the ancients speak of 
the Eucharist being a figure, because the outward accidents of 
bread and wine are undoubtedly signs and figures of the body 
and blood of Christ: which however are really present und er 
these outward symbols. If Mr. Faber had acted fairly in the 
present instance, he would not have produced the above easily 
explained expression from an author, who so explicitly in other 
places expresses his belief in Transubstantiation. The wo 

| 


will settle the question. ‘“ This bread is bread before the words 
“ of the sacraments: when the consecration has taken place, 0 : 
“ of bread is made the flesh of Christ .... You see then how 
ἐς powerful to work is the word of Christ. If therefore there be 
“so great power in the word of the Lord Jesus, that those 
“things began to exist which before had no existence, how 
ἐς much more powerfully operative is it, for those which did a 
“ to. be changed into another thing.’’t 


* THEOD. Dialog. it. 
+ Tract de Sacram, Lib. iv, ὁ. 5, in Op.°S. Ambrosii. 
Τ᾽ Panis iste, panis est ante verba sacramentorum : ubi accesserit conse- 
cratio, de pane fit caro Christi........ Vides ergo quam operatorius est 
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-Mr. Faber thus winds up his chain of pretended evidence 
against Transubstantiation from the early writers. “ Let us 
“ finally hear the judicial decision of Pope Gelasius.” “ As- 
“ suredly the 1maGE and sIMILITUDE of the body and blood of 
“ Christ are celebrated in the action of the mysteries.’* 

Mr. Faber knows, or ought to know that it is by no means 
certain who was the Gelasius here cited. In a matter so much 
disputed he has no right to put this forth as the “judicial 
* decision” of a Pope, as he does with an air of triumph, without 
any intimation of the doubtfulness of his authority. Bellarmin 
gives solid reasons, amounting to almost certain proof that the 
writer could not have been the Pope, but some other Gelasius.t 
But letting this unfairness pass with the many other similar 
instances in Mr. Faber’s method of controversy, whoever the 
author was, he has advanced nothing opposed to the faith 
of Transubstantiation. No Catholic will hesitate to say with 
him, that assuredly the image and similitude of the body 
and blood of Christ are celebrated in the sacred mysteries, 
since we continually speak by a parallel expression of the 
sacrament of the Eucharist, of its being an outward sign or 
image or similitude of what it inwardly contains, the body 
and blood of Christ. To insist on such expressions is poor 
trifling. Let Mr. Faber produce any one Father who asserts 
that the Eucharist is a mere sign, or nothing but an image, and 
then it will be full time to attend to his evidence. He has done 
his best in mustering up these thirteen authorities: but they all 


prove unavailing before the acknowledged principle, that the 


Eucharist is an outward sign of what is inwardly present, though 
concealed, and the remarkable fact that not one of these autho- 
Tities proclaim it to be merely a sign. 

I beg the reader to watch the artfulness of Mr. Faber. Though 


ποῦ one of his quotations has proved that the early Church ever 


Paered the blessed Eucharist as a mere type or image of 


ἯΥΥ 


sermo Christi. Si ergo tanta vis est in sermone Domini Jesu, ut inciperent 
esse que non erant, quanto magis operatorius est, ut que erant, in aliud 
commutentur. —Tract. de Sacramentis, Lib. iv. cap. 4. 


* Gevas, de duab. naturis. 
+ BeuuarM. De Euch. 10. ii. Cap. 27. 
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Christ’s body and blood, this candid writer proceeds in his next 
position, exactly as if this had been undeniably established. 
Affecting to have found a time when the substantial presence — 
began to be adopted, he pronounces it obvious that the elements 
could then no longer be truly said to be only an image of Christ’s 
body and blood ; and accordingly he proceeds to shew that in 
the eighth century the ancient phraseology of the Church was 
rejected “ witha most astonishing degree of intrepid effrontery.” | 
Really no words are strong enough to characterize the man who 
could make an assertion so insidious, so utterly void of ΑΝ ; 
and so well known even by himself to be false. 

When heresy assails any article of faith, the Church finds. 
it necessary to fix and define with great care the exact meaning 
of certain expressions, and to regulate their future application. | 
Before the eighth century, the terms, image, sign, figure, type, 
antitype and the like, had been freely employed when speaking 
of the blessed Eucharist, because these terms had not yet become 
odious by the abuse of them by heretics. The faith of the 
Church was well known and marked by a multitude of expres- 
sions in the writings of the same Fathers, who employed these. 
ambiguous terms. In using them, they never meant that the 
Eucharist was an empty figure, but a figure containing the 
reality. When however the Iconoclast heretics proclaimed that 
the blessed Eucharist was the only true image of Christ, the 
expression in their mouths raised suspicion; and the Church 
in the second Council of Nice, in 787, declared that the Eucha- 
rist was not an image of Christ, but his own real body, and that 
none of the holy Fathers had ever called it an image, that is of 
course, in the sense of a bare image, not containing the reality. 

But let us first attend to a citation given by Mr. Faber from 
St. John Damascen, who flourished in the eighth century. He 
introduces it by saying that this holy Father “is absolutely 
“ς shocked to the heart by the impious language of those earlier 
“theologians Ireneus, Cyril, Macarius, Tertullian, Clement of 
“ Alexandria, Gregory of Nazianzum, Augustine, Theodoret, 
“and Pope Gelasius.’ And now for the mighty quotation, 
which is to establish St. John’s being so vehemently shocked. 


τ τὰν δυο τὰ δ ν τπὐππἙ ΕΝ ΥΝΟ 


Ἔν αὐδὴν ἐνὸν δ 
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“The bread and wine are not the ΤΎΡΕ of the body and 
“blood of Christ. God forbid! But they are the very deified 
* body itself of the Lord: the Lord himself having said; This 


“is, nor the ΤΎΡΕ of my blood, but my blood.*” 


To assume from this that St. John Damascen was shocked at 
the language of the earlier Fathers, as something impious, is 
little short of impiety in Mr. Faber. For the context proves 
plainly that St. John distinguished different senses in these 
expressions, and approved or reprobated them accordingly. 
What can be plainer than that St. John, when he declares the 
sacred elements to be not the type of the body and blood, means 
a bare type excluding the reality? Ifany of the Fathers had 


ever so applied the word type to the Eucharist, then indeed St. 


John would have been shocked at their language ; but Mr. Faber’s 
misdirected industry has never yet discovered a single Father 
who so employed such an expression. Then what right has he 
to his contemptible flourish that their impious language abso- 
lutely shocked St. John? But why did he choose to break off 
his quotation so abruptly? Because the continuation would 
have too glaringly unveiled his sophistry. St. John Damascen 
establishes his distinction beyond all cavil: he says that if some 
of the Fathers, such as St. Basil, did denominate the eucharistic 
elements types or figures, ¢vz:Tu72, they did so only defore the 


consecration. Is it not then manifest that St. John Damascen 


understood the holy Fathers to have believed the blessed 
Eucharist to be no bare type, but the very body of Christ, as he 
himself believed it? How then could he be shocked at lan- 
guage which he never believed them to have used? But he 
goes on even further, to the more complete discomfiture of Mr. 
Faber, and makes another distinction of the senses in which 
the word antitype might be applied to the Eucharist. “ We 


“call them however antitypes of things to come; not that they 


“are not truly the body and blood, but because by them we 
“are now partakers of Christ’s divinity; but then we shall 
“ receive it by vision alone in an intellectual manner.” 

* S. Joan. Damascen. Orthod. Fid. Lib. iv. ο. 14. 


+ Quod si noanulli panem et vinum corporis Domini ac sanguinis figuram 
esse dixerunt, quemadmodum ille divinitus afflatus Pasilius ; non hoc post 
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Still if the words of St. John Damascen will not procure him 
a triumph, Mr. Faber hopes for one at least from the second 
Council of Nice, which, he says, proceeds “ much in the same 
“ strain, but with a splendid intrepidity of assertion.” 

“No one, either of those trumpets of the Spirit the holy 
* Apostles, or of our celebrated Fathers, ever called our unbloody 
“ sacrifice the IMAGE of his body For he did not say: 
“Take, eat, the imace of my body ——- Thus clearly is it 
“* demonstrated, that NOWHERE did, either our Lord, or the 
“ Apostles, or the Fathers, call the unbloody sacrifice, offered 
“ up, through the priest, an 1mAGE: but they called it the body 
“ itself and the blood itself.”’* 

The reader will observe a great similarity between this 
language of the general Council, the second of Nice, in 787, and 
that of St. John Damascen. Its object, as already intimated, was 
to prevent the use of the words, image or antitype when speaking 
of the Eucharist, lest it should be supposed that the holy Sacra- 
ment was nothing but an image of Christ’s body, and not his 
real body substantially present. Mr. Faber tells his readers that 
in the year 754 the Council of Constantinople “ had rightly 
“ determined the eucharist to be an image of Christ’s body and 
“blood.” This pretended Council of Constantinople was the 
Iconoclast assembly which was condemned and rejected by th 
true ecumenical Council, the second of Nice, of which we are 
now considering the decree. He affirms that these Iconoclasts, 
or image-breakers, had rightly determined the Eucharist to be 
an image. But in what sense? If he say, in the sense of an 
empty image, a bare sign, then he must go with the Iconoclasts, 
and admit also that it is to be adored, for their decree proclaims 
that there is only one true image of Christ to be worshipped, 
which is the Eucharist. Would he agree to this consequence? 
But if he say, in the sense of an image not subsisting by itself, 
but supported by the substantial, though invisible presence of 


consecrationem dixerunt, sed antequam oblatio ea consecraretur, me ἢ 
vocabulum usurparunt........ Antitypa vero futurorum dicimus; no ἢ 
quod non sint vere corpus et sanguis ; sed quia, per ipsa, divinitatis Christi | 
nunc sumus consortes ; tune autem intellectuali ratione per solam visionem 
percipiemus.—S. Joan. Damas. Lib. 4, De Fide Orthodoxa, Cap 14. 

* Concil. Nicen. II. » Act. vi 
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Christ’s body, then he will probably take the Iconoclasts in their 
intended meaning, but then on his own principles, he cannot say 


that they determined righily. 


The Iconoclasts do not appear to have erred concerning Tran- 


: substantiation, but to have allowed the adoration of the Eucharist 


as the only real image, because it really contained our blessed 


_Saviour’s body and blood, while they rejected all relative worship 


of what they considered false images. But now comes the 
question, why, if they thus called the blessed Eucharist an image, 
was their language condemned by the Fathers of Nice. Because 
the Council was not satisfied of their sincerity ; and fearing that 


some undue advantage might be taken of their use of the word 


image, they judged it best to reject the expression entirely, as 
applied to the Eucharist. Their grand object was to prevent the 
false opinion of the Eucharist being only an image or type. 
Therefore they declared that none of the holy Fathers had ever 
applied such words to the sacred mysteries after consecration. 
Their meaning plainly was, that the Eucharist after consecration 
was never called an image or an antitype, in the sense of a mere, 
empty image, devoid of the reality. They probably were well 
aware that some instances might be found of the word antitype 
being applied to the sacred species after consecration ; but what 
they were bent upon defining, was that in the sense of a bare 
type, the expression had never been applied to the consecrated 


elements. This is palpable from the whole tenour of their decree. 


Mr. Faber, with self-congratulation most unctuous, produces 
as something that must extinguish the Nicene Fathers for ever, 


a well-known narrative of St. Gregory Nazianzen, lest, as he 


proclaims with stately self-assurance, “some dauntless modern 
“ theologian of the Latin School should revive the attempted 
“evasion of the Nicene Fathers.” Whether this alludes to a 


page of my former Reply, in which this whole matter is suffi- 


ciently explained in a short compass, I know not ;* but I shall 
certainly be dauntless enough to give my answer also “ in 
“regular mood and form.” 

St. Gregory Nazianzen, in the fourth century, relates that his 


* See Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 192. 
T t 
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sister, St. Gorgonia, was miraculously cured of an inveterate 
malady by the reception of the holy Eucharist, which, according | 
to the custom of those early times, the faithful were permitted 
to reserve at home for private communion. She prayed earnestly, 
and wept abundantly before the altar, and her tears were the 
perfume which she spread over the body of Jesus Christ ; — 
then watering with her tears, as St. Gregory expresses it, “what 
“‘ her hand had treasured up of the antirypxs of the sacr 
* body or blood, O miracle! she departed, finding hers 
“ instantly healed, and relieved both in soul and body.’* ‘ 

“ Thus perishes,” exclaims the triumphant Mr. Faber, “ the 
“‘ adventurous allegation of the Nicene Fathers, that, by the 
“ ancients, the elements were styled anTITYPES only before, a: 
“ never after their consecration.” 

Once more let it be noted, that St. Gregory might very wel 
style antitypes, what we perpetually style the eucharistic species, 
that is, the outward symbols, accidents and appearances of bres 
and wine. Nothing therefore in this extract is inconsistent witl 
a firm belief in Transubstantiation. Then as to the Nicene 
Fathers being demolished by this precious discovery of Mr. 
Faber, I deny such a conclusion altogether, because it proceeds 
upon insecure premises. What the Seventh General Council 
had to condemn, was the application of the word image to 
Eucharist, understood in the usual sense of an image not con- 
taining the reality, but being a bare representation of something 
absent from it. When therefore the Council declared that non 
of the Fathers had called the holy mysteries an image or an onl 
type, it is certain from the whole tenour of their purpose that 
they used those expressions in their ordinary sense of mel 
empty images. In this sense no one of the Fathers ever 
apply these terms to the Eucharist: “ and thus perishes the 
‘“‘ adventurous allegation of” Mr. Faber against the Second | 
Council of Nice. dy 

Mr. Faber however discovers that the allegation of the Nicene 
Fathers may yet be useful to his cause; for he imagines it will | 
come heavily down upon certain “ modern Latin divines,” such | 

* §. Gree. Naz. Orat. in Gorgoniam. 
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_as Grodecius, who would have us to understand by type and 

antitype nothing more than species or appearance. For the 
Council, he argues, evidently understood the ancients to have 
: meant signs or figures, by the word type, and therefore it affirmed 
that the name of antitypes was only applied before consecration. 
: But St. Cyril of Jerusalem has both types and antitypes when 
speaking of the reception of the sacred elements. Therefore he 
infers that St. Cyril must have meant a figure or sign, and not 
: merely what we call species or appearance, when he used the 
words type and antitype. We need not be detained by a sorry 
argument like this. The allegation of the Council determines 
that no Father applied the word f¢ype to the Eucharist in the 
sense of a bare image not containing the reality. When therefore 
we read the word in St. Cyril, we may justly understand by it 
the outward species or appearances of bread and wine; for 
assuredly these are images, but not mere images; they are 
| external figures, but they contain the real, substantial flesh and 

blood of Jesus Christ: and in this sense St. Cyril says : “In the 
19 type of bread, the body i is given to thee: and in the type of 
_ wine, the blood is given to thee.”* 

The doctrine of the Church was always the same, though her 
language might vary for prudent reasons. In the eighth century, 
_ there had been in the East so much controvery about images, 
that the Church might well judge best to prohibit the use of such 
expressions when speaking of the blessed Eucharist. It was 
only in one sense that she really objected to such expressions, 
though to prevent abuses, and more effectually to guard against 
_any innovation of heresy, she condemned them in terms of 
absolute rejection. Thus Mr. Faber only makes himself ridi- 
_ culous, when he triumphs in his discovery that what he calls the 
_ old-fashioned divines of the West, some years before, and many 
years after the year 787, continued to use these condemned 
expressions. 

_ “The Lord, in the supper,” says the venerable Bede about 
the year 720, “gave to his disciples the rigure of his holy 
“body and blood.”+ 


* S. Cyritu Hirros. Catech. Mystag. iv. + S. Bepa, Com. in Ps. iii. 
Tt 2 
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“ Sacraments,” says Amalar of Triers about the year 820, 
* ought to have a certain stmILiruDE of those things, whereo 4 
“ they are sacraments. Let us, therefore, say, that the officiati 1g 
“ priest bears a stm1LirupeE to Christ, as the bread and wine 
“bear a stminirupE to the body and blood of Christ.*—— 
“ After a certain mode, the sacrament of the body of Christ is” 
“ Christ’s body. For, unless sacraments had a certain siMILi- 
“ rupe of those things whereof they are sacraments, they would _ 
“not be sacraments at all: but, from this very sIMILITUDE, 
“ they commonly receive the names of the things themselves.” : 
“ Christ,” says Walafrid Strabo about the year 860, “in the 
“ supper, which, before his betrayal, he had celebrated with his” 
“ disciples, after the solemnization of the ancient Passover, 
““ delivered to the same disciples the sacraments of his body and_ 
“blood in the substance of bread and wine: and taught them, 
“ that they ought to pass, from things carnal to things spiritual, 
“from things earthly to things heavenly, from i1MAGES 
“ truth.” ἢ 
When venerable Bede called the blessed Eucharist the fig 
of Christ’s body and blood, he spoke only of those sensible 
appearances of bread and wine being a figure; but never di 
that learned and holy man teach that the Eucharist itself was ¢ 
mere figure. If Mr. Faber had acted with common candour, 
he would have placed the following words of St. Bede by th 
side of his quotation; and then no doubt could have existed§ 
the belief of that venerable doctor. a 
“Thus his blood is not shed by the hands of unbelievers t 
“ their own destruction, but is received by the mouth of # 
* faithful to their salvation.”’ || 4 ᾿ ͵ 
If venerable Bede had believed the holy Eucharist to hil only © 
a figure, he must have said that the figure of Christ’s blood 1 8 
received by the faithful; but he makes no distinction pet 
| 
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᾿ ‘ Aeabian. de Eccles. Offic. in pears 

+ Amatar. de Eeeles. Offic. Lib. i. ὁ. 24. pe E 
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|| Sicque sanguis illius non infidelium manibus ad perniciem ipsorum ὦ 
funditur, sed fidelium ore suam sumitur ad salutem.—S. Bepa Homil. — 
hiem. de sanct. in Epiph, r Ξ 
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the blood shed by the Jews, and the biood received by the 
faithful; both he believed to be real, true and _ substantial. 


- Amalarius in the passage quoted by Mr. Faber, was not explain- 


ing the nature of the Eucharist ; but the mysterious significa- 
tions which the Almighty has been pleased to affix to the out- 
ward symbols which he has chosen for this mystery. The true 


- honest way to discover what Amalarius believed of the Eucharist, 
is to examine what he says when he is professedly explaining its 


nature and essence, and when he not only tells us what symbols 
God has chosen, but what he is pleased to make those symbols 
become, by the mysterious change effected by the words of con- 


᾿ secration. Had Mr. Faber felt any honourable wish of this 


kind, instead of picking out passages which, though susceptible 
of orthodox meanings, are worded ambiguously because they do 
not professedly treat on the subject, he would have gone to other 
portions of the author’s writings, where it is impossible to mis- 
take his meaning, or doubt his orthodoxy on the subject of 
Transubstantiation. Such for instance are the following. 
Amalarius when directly explaining the faith of the Church on 
this mystery, styles the Eucharist the universal sacrifice, and 
declares that it is the same as the sacrifice of the cross: 
“ Because Christ the one oblation was offered for the just and 
“ the unjust, the same sacrifice continues upon the altar.”* He 
says again: “The Church believes that this sacrifice is to be 


_ © eaten by the mouth of man; for she believes it to be the body 


* and blood of the Lord, and that by this reception the souls of 
“the receivers are filled with heavenly benediction.”+ These 
passages are decisive of their author’s belief in a real and sub- 
stantial presence in the eucharistic sacrifice and sacrament. I 
could produce other passages of the same bearing, but every one 
will admit that it is unnecessary, who recollects that of all 


_ writers, Amalarius is the most explicit for Transubstantiation. 


He descends to such minute particulars relating to the blessed 


_ * Quoniam una hostia Christus oblatus est pro justis et injustis, idem 
sacrificium permanet in altari. 

+ Sentit Ecclesia sacrificium preesens mandendum esse ab humano ore; 
credit namque corpus et sanguinem Domini esse, et hoc morsu benedictione 
celesti impleri animas sumentium.—Spicilegium, Tom. vii. 
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Eucharist, as to have been accused of even grossness in his 
explanation.* Certainly a man who had laid himself open toa _ 
charge of pursuing too far the consequences of Transubstantiation, _ 
is the last who ought to be summoned to witness against the — 
doctrine. 4 4 

Walafrid Strabo writes that our blessed Saviour delivered the — 
sacraments of his body and blood in the substance of bread and — 
wine :—and taught his disciples to pass from images to truth. — 
His meaning must be evident: that Christ chose material sub- ὺ 
stances to make of them the sacrament of his body and blood, — 
and that from the outward images of the sacramental species, he ag 
taught his disciples to pass to the heavenly things, and the truth _ 
which they inwardly contained. For this author, like the others, ὦ 
expresses his faith in Transubstantiation in language not to be — 
mistaken: “The mysteries of our redemption are truly the body 
“‘and blood of the Lord.” If they are so truly, they are note 
mere images. ae 

In a long tedious note, Mr. Faber gives another illustration o . 
what he absurdly calls the familiar doctrine of the Western — 
divines in the eighth century. It is the old hackneyed extract — 
from the Epistle of Charlemagne to Alcuin in 778: “ Christ, — 


ἱ᾿. Vo oa) δ ἡ TEMP Psy } ἃ... 
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“ gave them the chalice, as a figure of his body and blood : and ~ 
“exhibited a great sacrament for our benefit.” Mr. Faber — 
unluckily forgot in his eagerness, that under the name of this — 
same Emperor Charlemagne, were composed the famous Caro- 
line books, which condemned the calling of the blessed Eucharis fe 
an image. These are its words: “If it understood by this — 
“ image of which it speaks, the mystery of the body and blood ~ 
“of the Lord, which is daily received by the faithful in the — 
“ Sacrament,...... it has fallen into a very great error : for 3 
“ Jesus Christ did not offer for us to his Father an image, or — 


* Ita vero sumptum corpus Domini, bona intentione, non est mihi dispu- 
tandum utrum invisibiliter assumatur in coelum, an reservetur in corpore 
nostro usque ad diem sepulture, aut exhaletur in auras, aut exeat de 
corpore nostro cum sanguine aut per poros emittatur, dicente Domino: ἢ 
Omne quod intrat in os, in ventrem vadit, et in secessum emittitur.— 
AMALAR. in Spicileg. Tom. vii. p. 172. 
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“ any figure, but he offered himself in sacrifice. ..... Thus the 
ἐς shadows of the Law being nearly ended, he did not leave us 
“ any imaginary sign of himself; but he gave us the sacrament 
«ὁ of his body and of his blood: for the mystery of the body and 
“plood of the Lord is now called, not image, but truth ; not 
“ shadow, but body ; not a figure of things future, but the thing 
“ represented by those figures.”* 

When Charlemagne wrote the passage quoted by Mr. Faber, 
he was only copying, like many others, the well-known language 
of St. Augustin in his Sermon on the third Psalm. The faith 
of the age well knew how to supply what was wanting in the 
expression, by joining with it a firm belief that the figure con- 
tained the reality. But when there was danger of the similar 
_ expression, image, being taken in its precise sense excluding a 
real, substantial presence of the sacred body, then the pious 
emperor was anxious to declare his belief, and obviate all danger 
of error. Mr. Faber certainly made a grand mistake in quoting 
Charlemagne. A man who pursues the peculiar line of con- 
troversy adopted by Mr. Faber, should by all means have a 
good memory. 

Mr. Faber next has the hardihood to advance, that on this 
- same subject Bertram of Corbie is most full and decisive. 
_ About the middle of the ninth century, he informs us that 
Bertram expressly stated and maintained, that although the 
_ consecrated elements are indeed the body and blood of Christ, 
they are not so REALLY but only FIGURATIVELY. 

_ Charles the Bald had proposed a question to Bertram, which 
_ this author thus describes: “Your excellent Majesty enquires 
_ whether what is received in the Church in the mouths of the 
_ “faithful is made the body and blood of Christ in mystery, or 
_ in truth; that is, whether it contains any thing secret, which 
_ is discovered only to the eyes of faith; or whether without 
_ “any veil of mystery the sight of the body beholds that out- 
_ “wardly, which the sight of the mind inspects inwardly ?”t 


1 * Book iv. Chapt. 14. 

+ Quod in Ecclesia ore fidelium sumitur, corpus et sanguis Christi querit 
vestree Magnitudinis excellentia in mysterio fiat, an in veritate; id est, 
utrum aliquid secreti contineat, quod oculis fidei solummodo pateat; an 
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The Emperor proposed the question on account of many at 
that time actually going so far in their belief of Transubstantia-— 
tion, as to maintain that there was no veil or figure in the Eucha-_ 
rist. In opposition to this extravagant opinion, Bertram 
maintained that the body of Christ is hidden under an outward - 
figure. That the elements of bread and wine, from which the 
Eucharist is consecrated, remain indeed externally with the same | 
outward appearance, but that they conceal internally the body of 
Christ. ‘ Externally indeed the form of bread is exhibited the 
“ς same as it was before, the colour is shewn, the taste is perceived, 
“ But internally something far different and much more precious, 
“ and much more excellent is signified ; because it is heaventy 
“ because it is divine; that is, the body of Christ is shewn, which 
* is seen, received or eaten, not by the carnal senses, but by the 
€ aspect of the faithful mind.’’* : 
It is plainly Bertram’s purpose to prove that all is not open 
to the senses in the Eucharist, but that there 1 ᾿ one part figura 
tive, namely the outward species. “ Here now,” says he, “arises” 
* the question proposed by many, who say that these things are: 
“ done not in figure, but in truth:” to which he answers: “ If 
“ς as some say, nothing i is here taken as a figure, but that you! 
“ behold every thing in truth, faith here operates nothing. 7 
These passages suffice to remove all difficulty about the one) 
quoted by Mr. Faber, and to certify that Bertram did not mean 
that the Eucharist was not really the body and blood of Christ, 
but that the elements considered as to their outward form, colour, 
taste and other accidents were but the external figures of what! 
they internally signified and contained. i 
But Mr. Faber holds up to censure and derision some Douay 
professors, for what he styles “the most approved Duacensic 


‘a 


sine cujusquam velatione mysteril hoc aspectus intueatur corporis exterius 
quod mentis visus inspiciat interius ? 

* Exterius quidem panis quod ante fuerat forma pretenditur, color osten- 
ditur, sapor accipitur. Ast interius longe aliud multoque pretiosius) 
multoque excellentius intimatur; quia cceleste, quia divinum ; id est, Christ! 
corpus ostenditur, quod non sensibus carnis, sed animi fidelis contuitu ver 
aspicitur, vel accipitur, vel comeditur. 

+ Si secundum quosdam nihil hic figurate accipitur, sed totum in vertate: 
conspicias, nihil hie fides operatur. 
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‘system of explaining and managing, and correcting and gar- 
᾿ ἐς bling a troublesome old author.” The reader will wonder what 
all this can be about. It appears that Mr. Faber has found, in 
\the writings of Cosin, Bishop of Durham, an extract from some 
work published in the Low Countries, the reference to which is 
briefly given thus: Ind. Expurg. Belg. p. 54. Mr. Faber tells 
us, that though the work of Bertram of Corbie was prohibited 
by the Council of Trent, the Douay professors undertook to 
correct and amend it, so as to let it circulate without the danger 
of its doing mischief. ‘‘ The approved Duacensic system,” upon 
which they did this, appears in the extract which he gives from 
‘the quotation of Bishop Cosin. [Ὁ is there observed, that the 
book of Bertram, though interdicted, may be tolerated with some 
correction. And since many errors of old Catholic writers, have 
been found capable of extenuation, apology, positive denial even 
in some instances, and of being accommodated to a sound 
meaning ;* there is no reason why Bertram should not deserve 
the same equitable and diligent recension.—The Council of 
Trent had doubtless prohibited the work of Bertram, on account 
_ of its obscure and ambiguous language, which made it unsafe 
without some careful explanation. The Calvinists never could, 
and certainly Mr. Faber never can, make out any thing positive 
from Bertram against Transubstantiation ; yet his language must 
be confessed to be badly and obscurely worded. If however it 
- appeared fairly susceptible of explanation in an orthodox sense, 
Ican see no just reason to blame those who undertook to 
explain its obscurities, and determine its ambiguous expressions. 
There is not the least evidence of any fraudulent intention on 
their part: they merely give their opinion that Bertram deserves 
the same measure of justice, and the same diligent exposition 
accorded to other obscure authors : eandem equitatem et dili- 
| gentem recognitionem. 
_ Yet their fair and honourable purpose is represented by Mr. 
Faber as garbling ‘and “ popish management,” of which he 


pike, it 

_ * Et quum in Catholicis veteribus aliis plurimos feramus errores, extenu- 
- emus, excusemus, excogitato commento persepe negemus, et commodum 
Sensum eis affingamus,.... non videmus cur non eandem zquitatem "οἱ 
diligentem recognitionem non mereatur Bertramus. 


vu 
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obligingly gives us one specimen, telling us withal that Bishop 
Cosin has given sundry. “ Bertram,’ he says, “ had unluckily 
“ written: So far as respects the suBSTANCE Of the creatures, 
“ whatever they were BEFORE consecration, they are the same 
“ also AFTER consecration.” And then he subjoins, that though 
a plain man would deem this sufficiently explicit, the Douay 
doctors tell us that by the word substance Bertram only meant 
the external appearances or accidents of the bread and wine : 
“though they unguardedly confess, that good honest Bertram 
* had never, in the course of his whole life, heard of such a 
* portent, as the existence of accidents without substance.” 
Whether Bertram had right ideas upon this, or not, the Douay 
expositors were fully justified by his own language in this 
interpretation. For he does not use the word sunt, as Mr. 
Faber’s English are would lead us to suppose, but he uses 
consistunt, and his words are these: “ Secundum creaturarum 
substantiam, quod fuerunt ante consecrationem, hoc et postea — 
consistunt.”’ ‘This expression denotes an outwardly consistent — 
form apparent to our senses, and intimates that our senses 
perceive always the same object without any visible change. 
And as to the word substance, the author’s meaning is apparent 
from his subsequent words, which Mr. Faber does not here — 
quote: “ Panis et vinum prius extitere, in qua etiam specie jam — 
** consecrata permanere videntur.” In one place he uses species, 
in another consistere in substantia, but he means by both the — 
same thing, that there is no visible change of what appears 
equally to the senses before and after consecration. Mr. Faber 
alludes to Dr. Trevern’s having copied his predecessors in con- — 
venient explications, when he contended that Theodoret in ἃ 
memorable passage, used the word substance in the sense of — 
outward accidents. As this passage will be discussed farther on, 
I shall only observe in this place, that the passage in question is — 
decisive against Mr. Faber, and that its proper meaning has been 
proved already in amanner which ought to satisfy any fair and 
honourable controvertist, and would satisfy any man, I verily 
believe, but Mr. Faber. The truth is, that the word substance — 
was very frequently employed by the ancients in the common 
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- acceptation of what the senses tell us of bodies, namely their 
_ outward forms and qualities: hence it is perfectly just and 

consistent to interpret their writings accordingly. 

To Bertram, Mr. Faber joins Elfric, quoting his Epistle to 

Wulfstane written about the close of the tenth century. He is 

quite happy to find that the original Saxon is preserved in 


: _ Exeter cathedral: and from this most fortunate circumstance 


_ one is prepared to see some astounding evidence produced by 
Mr. Faber’s studious research. How then will the Catholic 
reader smile, when he finds that all that is produced is a passage 
80 similar to a noted one of the great St. Augustin, that Elfric 
_ must have had it in his mind when writing? “ Nevertheless, 

_ ® this sacrifice is nor the same body of his wherein he suffered 
“ for us, NoR the same blood of his which he shed for us: but 
“SPIRITUALLY it is made his body and blood; as was that 
“manna which rained from heaven, and as was that water which 


- © did flow out of the rock.’ I take this as I find it in Mr. 


Faber’s translation, for he does not favour us with the 
original Saxon, which I should have liked to see without taking 
a journey to Exeter. I suspect moreover that Mr. Faber has 
not seen it either, for he owns himself indebted to Mr. Soames 
and Dr. Stewart for the knowledge of a fact connected with it, 
which will be mentioned presently. To say nothing of the deri- 
vation of the passage through these secondary channels, I am 


_ compelled from past experience to receive with cautious diffidence 


every translation of Mr. Faber’s, which I have not the means of 
comparing with its original. Here more especially, as in the 
very passage from St. Augustin to which the words of Elfric 
bear so close a resemblance, I have had already to expose ina 
_ former work the artful trickery of interpolation and garbled 
"quotation, to which Mr. Faber had so ingloriously descended, to 
᾿ δὲ the passage to his purpose ;* and which we shall soon find 
him even repeating in the same words a little further on in this 
_ Very work before us. 
‘Supposing however that Elfric’s Saxon is faithfully rendered in 
the version given by Mr. Faber, we have to attend to another 


* See Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 173. 
vu? 
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portentous fact which he has learned from the works of Mr. 
Soames and Dr. Stewart, namely that in the Latin translation of 
Elfric’s Epistle preserved in Worcester cathedral, the memorable 
passage has been “ carefully erased, doubtless by the zealous 
“hand of some transubstantialising Romanist.” And this he 
brings as “another specimen of popish management, which 
“ splendidly exemplifies the Duacensic Maxim, “ Ezcogitato 
“ commento persepe negemus.”’ Little need be said to an accusa-_ 
tion so frivolous. We shall see a little later that the parallel 
passage of St. Augustin bears a perfectly Catholic meaning in 
the sense of the holy Doctor; and therefore Elfric may well 
have adopted his language in the same sense. But as it isa 
passage which, when detached from St. Augustin’s concomitant — 
and illustrative observations, may be easily mistaken, if some — 
zealous hand erased it from the Latin translation, it was no doubt, — 
lest it should be misunderstood. If even Elfric had written here- | 
tically, and some Catholic had erased his heretical sentence, 
what:then? It would be no great triumph if Mr. Faber could — 
discover an erroneous proposition in some obscure writer of the 
tenth century. But even this he has not been able to accomplish. 

With respect to these several quotations from writers of the 
middle ages, the grave adduction of them by Mr. Faber, for the 
avowed purpose of impugning the dogma of Transubstantiation, — 
is such a palpable begging of the question, that one cannot but 
marvel how the glaring paralogism should have escaped even his — 
own attention. The matter in debate is not what these obscure — 
writers said, but what they meant. Hence, plainly, the mere _ 
adduction of words, the very import of which is the matter in 
litigation, can never subvert a doctrine which rests so firmly on — 
such multiplied evidences of anterior date, as well as actually upon — 
what these authors themselves say in other places of their — 
writings. These observations Mr. Faber will recognize as his _ 
own. They are to be found almost word for word in his book: 
and he himself has furnished in them a weapon which he cannot 


parry, when directed against his own paralogisms.* 
* See Diff. of Rom. Book I. ch, iv. p. 118.—The reader may consult on ~ 

the belief of Elfric, and the Anglo-Saxon Church, Dr. Lingard’s learned and 

interesting Antiquities of the Anglo-Saxon Church.—Note M. p. 339. 
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This brings us to Section III. of Mr. Faber’s Chapter of 
Evidence against Transubstantiation. The purport of this Sec- 
tion is to produce “ passages in which the ancient theologians 
“ either directly pronounce that Christ’s phraseology ought to be 
“ explained spiritually, or unequivocally assert that the bread 
“and wine are not properly his body and blood, or expressly 
“ determine that his substantial body and blood are not literally 
“ present in the Eucharist.” 

He begins with Tertullian. 

“If Christ declares that the flesh profiteth nothing; the 
* sense must be decided from the matter of the saying. For, 
“ because the Jews deemed his discourse hard and intolerable, 
“as if he had truly determined that his flesh was to be eaten by 
“them: in order that he might dispose the state of salvation 
“ toward the spirit, he premised : It is the spirit that quickeneth. 
“ And thus he subjoined: The flesh profiteth nothing; namely, 
“to quicken. There follows also what he would have us to 
“ understand by spirit: Zhe words which I have spoken unto 
« you, are spirit and life. Appointing, therefore, the word 
“to be the vivifier, because the word is spirit and life; he 
“ called the same likewise his own flesh: for, since the word 
“was made flesh, it was thence to be sought for the purpose of 
“life, and was to be devoured in the hearing, and was to be 
“yruminated upon in the intellect, and was to be digested by 
“ faith. Hence he had shortly before pronounced his flesh to be 
* also heavenly bread.’’* 

It is too much the fashion with such controvertists as Mr, 
Faber, to catch up passages from the Fathers, and produce them 
with a plausible appearance, which, if examined as they stand in 
the originals, are found either to have no reference whatever to 
the subject in hand, or from the context to bear a very different 
‘signification. 'The present passage in Tertullian has no reference 
at all to the Eucharist, and Mr. Faber has only disgraced 
himself by this attempt to impose it upon the credulous reader. 
It occurs in a book on the Resurrection of the Flesh, written by 
Tertullian after his lamentable fall from the faith. His object is 

* Tertuuu. De Resurr. Carnis, § xaviii. 
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to prove that no argument against the resurrection can be 


drawn from our Saviour’s saying that the flesh profiteth nothing. 
He argues that before our Saviour said this, he premised,—not 
promised, as Mr. Faber has it,—those other words: Jt is the spirit 
that quickeneth, because the Jews erroneously supposed that he 
would really give them his flesh to eat, that is, his raw flesh dead, 
like meat in the shambles. Therefore Tertullian contends that 
what our Lord meant by the flesh profiteth nothing, was that 
the flesh alone, and apart from the Spirit of Christ could not 
quicken them. This was a clear demonstration that the objected 
words did not make against the resurrection of the flesh, which 
was all that Tertullian then had to establish. But he extended 
his comment, by further explaining what our Saviour meant by 
this quickening spirit: that he meant the Word, which having 
been made flesh, and being truly the spirit and life of our souls, 
our Saviour had taught us to desire as the source of life, to 
devour by our hearing, to ruminate upon by our understanding, 
and to digest by faith. Tertullian does not here allude at all to 


the eucharistic reception of Christ, but only to that spiritual — 
manducation of him which we exercise by faith and devotion at — 


ἢ 


all times and in all places. ““ For shortly before,’ as Tertullian — 
continues in illustration of his meaning, “ he had pronounced | 
“his flesh to be heavenly bread.* Urging altogether by the — 
“ὁ allegory of these needy people, the memory of their fathers, — 


“ who had preferred the bread and flesh of the Egyptians to the 
‘¢ divine vocation. Therefore turning to their thoughts, because 
he had perceived that they were going away, he said: ‘ The 
“ flesh profiteth nothing. What can this avail to destroy the 
“6 resurrection of the flesh?”+ And we may well add: what can 


ew yd Ze Plesk 


this avail to destroy the real presence and Transubstantiation ? Ξ 


Tertullian says, that we eat.Christ’s flesh, the Word, by faith, ἀπά 


devout hearing and understanding: undoubtedly we do this 


* St. John vi. 48, 49, 50, 51, 52. 


+ “Urgens usquequaque per allegoriam necessariorum populorum, 
‘* memoriam patrum, qui panes et carnes Aigyptiorum preverterant divine 


““ vocationi. Igitur conversus ad recogitatus ilorum, yam: senserat disper-. 


““ gendos: ‘ Caro,’ ait, ‘nihil prodest.? Quid hoc ad destruendum carnis 
‘‘ resurrectionem ?”—TERTULL. De Resur. Carnis, ὃ xxviii. aliter. 
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whenever we worthily receive his flesh in the Eucharist, because 
it is his flesh accompanied by his spirit, soul and divinity, which 
are sublime objects of spiritual manducation. But Tertullian 
never said that we did not also really and literally eat the flesh 
of Christ in his holy sacrament. Mr. Faber well knew that he 
said just the contrary, even in the very same Book from which. 
he quotes. “ The flesh is the hinge of salvation. For when the 
“ soul is united to God, it is the flesh that is the medium by 
“‘ which this union is effected .... So the flesh feeds upon the 
“ body and blood of Christ, that the soul also may be fattened 
“ with God.’* Mr. Faber was well acquainted with this passage, 
for the reader will remember that he attempted to destroy its 
force by pretending that it proved too much, which 1 have suffi- 
ciently refuted.t But few men would have been hardy enough 
to attempt to prove that Tertullian held only a spiritual, and not 
a carnal and literal manducation, from a book, in which but afew 
pages higher up, the same Tertullian had distinctly said that 
our flesh feeds on the body and blood of Christ. Behold our 
heroic Faber thus again floored with his own mallet ? 

So let us next hear, as he invites us, St. Cyril of Jerusalem. 

“ Christ, once conversing with the Jews, said: Except ye eat 
“my flesh and drink my blood, ye have not life in yourselves. 
ἐς They, not having spiritually understood the things which were 
“spoken, being scandalised, went back; fancying, that he 
_ “exhorts them to flesh-eating.—In the new Covenant, heavenly 
_ “bread and the cup of salvation sanctify the soul and body. As 
“ bread corresponds to the body, thus also the word is fitting to 
“the soul When David says to God; Thou hast pre- 
“pared a table before me : what means he else, than the mystical 
_ “and intellectual table which God hath prepared before us ?— 
“On this account also, Solomon, enigmatising this grace, says, 
“in the book of Ecclesiastes: Come, eat thy bread in cheerful- 
_ “ness, namely the spiritual bread; and come (he calls with a 
saving and beatifying vocation) drink thy wine in a good heart, 


* Caro salutis est cardo. Denique, cum anima Deo allegitur, ipsa est 
que efficit, ut anima allegi possit........ Caro corpore et sanguine Christi 
᾿ vescitur, ut et anima de Deo saginetur.—Ibid, § viii. 
_ _t Difficulties of Romanism, 2d Edit. Book {, ch. iv. p. 137 ; answered 
above, page 267. 
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“namely the spiritual wine Strengthen then, thy heart, 
“ partaking of this bread as spiritual: and make joyful the ~ 
* countenance of thy soul.’* : 
If we had not already seen so many proofs of Mr. Faber’s 
habit of uncandid quotation, the above specimen might suffice 
as a splendid epitome of his capabilities. It will be observed 
that there are various breaks with dashes, which are often 
convenient, when the original matter would destroy all that the 
dishonourable controvertist seeks to establish by a mutilated © 
quotation. Let us then look first at the intermediate words of © 
St. Cyril; and let the reader insert them in place of some of 
Mr. Faber’s deceptive dashes. No one can object to the inser- — 
tion of dots or dashes for the sake of brevity, where the words 
so excluded are of no importance to the subject. Therefore I 
pass by Mr. Faber’s first dash as allowable. But not so the 
second. St. Cyril, after having said that “in the new covenant, — 
“ heavenly bread and the cup of salvation sanctify the soul and 
“body. As bread corresponds to the body, thus also the word — 
“ is fitting to the soul :” goes on in these explicit words, which 
are fatal to Mr. Faber, and which therefore ‘he has not inserted. 
“ Wherefore do not regard the bread and wine as bare (or 
“‘ empty) things: for they are the body and blood of Christ — 
“ according to our Lord’s declaration. For even if sense should — 
“ suggest this to thee, yet let faith confirm thee. Judge not the 
“ thing by the taste, but be assured by faith without any doubt, — 
“ that thou hast been made worthy of the body and. blood οὔ 
“ Christ.” Insert this in place of Mr. Faber’s second dash, and — 
St. Cyril’s meaning is plain. The faithful are instructed not to — 
judge the eucharistic species to be what they appear to be. | 
They appear to be mere bread and wine; but they have a very Ὁ 
different nature, having become the real body and blood of | 
Christ; according to our Lord’s declaration. The senses would — 
take them to be substantially bread and wine; but they are not — 
what the senses would suppose, that is, they are not bread and 
wine, but they are substantially the body and blood of Christ. 


* §. Cyrit. Hreros. Catech. Mystag. iv. 


+ See this further elucidated in my previous Reply to Faber’s Supplement, — 
page 154, of which Mr. Faber, as usual, has taken no notice whatever. 
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St. Cyril repeats his doctrine even yet more explicitly, and. in 
words which Mr. Faber could never explain away with all his 
perverse ingenuity, in the following passage, which he has 
omitted. of course, substituting for it ἃ dash before his last sen- 
tence: “ Having learned these things, and. being fully assured, 
© that the apparent bread is not bread,-although it is perceived by 
“‘ the senses, but the body of Christ: and the apparent wine. is 
“not wine, although the taste. so judges, but the blood of 
“ Christ.” These passages being properly restored to the text, 
St. Cyril’s real meaning is as. obvious.as- Mr. Faber’s polemical 
dishonesty. M 
The next witness whom Mr. Faber hopes to exhibit. in his 
favour is St. Athanasius, whom: he: justly styles “ the great.” 
** When our Lord conversed on the eating of his body, and: when 
“he thence beheld: many scandalised, he forthwith added: Doth 
“this offend you? What if ye shall behold the Son, of man 
“ ascending where he-was before ? It is the spirit that quickeneth : 
“ the flesh profiteth nothing. The words, which I speak unto you, 
* are spirit and life... Both these matters, the: flesh and the 
“ spirit, he said respecting himself:.and he distinguished: the 
“ spirit from the flesh, in order that, believing both the. visible 
“ and the invisible, they might understand his sayings to’ be not 
* carnal but spiritual... For to how many persons could his body 
“ have sufficed for food; so that it might become the aliment of 
“the whole world? | But, that he might divert their minds from 
“ carnal cogitations, and that: they might: learn the flesh which 
“ he would give them to be supercelestial and spiritual food: he, 
“on this account, mentioned the ascent.of the Son of man to 
“heaven. The words; said he, which I speak unto. you, are. 
‘“ spirit and life. As if he had intimated: My body shall be 
“exhibited and given as» food’ for. the world; so that that. food 
“shall be given to: each one spiritually, and shall to all be a 
“ preservative to the resurrection unto life eternal.’”’* 
_ When Mr. Faber was treating of the memorable words in St. 
John vi, in which our Lord promised’ to-give us his flesh to eat 
* S. ATHAN. in rn Quicumque diwerit verbum. contra Hilium hominis. 
Oper. Vol. I. 
ww 
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and his blood to drink, he had the boldness to affirm, that St. 

Athanasius, in the passage now before us, understood our 

Saviour’s declaration not literally, but spiritually or figuratively.* 

I pledged myself in the corresponding portion of this work, to 

shew that Mr. Faber had totally misrepresented the meaning of 
St. Athanasius.t This will be soon and easily accomplished. 

St. Athanasius in the above passage, supports his opinion that — 
both species of blasphemy mentioned by our Blessed Saviour 
related to Christ himself; and that he so distinguished them, in 

order to shew the reality of his body, τὸ σωματικὸν ἑαυτό, and at 
the same time by his mention of blasphemy against the Spirit, | 
to demonstrate his own spiritual and intellectual divinity. Then 
the holy Father proceeds to say that he finds the same charac- 
teristic distinction in the Gospel of St. John, where speaking of | 
the manducation of his body, and beholding many scandalised, — 
our Lord said: Doth this scandalise you ὃ &c. By this distine- 
tion, St. Athanasius at once shews us how to interpret his own 
subsequent words. For he plainly speaks of Christ’s body, or 
flesh, as distinct and separate from his spirit, and therefore 
refers the scandal taken by the Jews to their mistaken 
supposition that our Lord had proposed to them to eat | 
his flesh, as they would any other meat, for their corporal 
sustenance. For he asks, “to how many persons could E 
“his body have sufficed for food, so that it might become - 
“the aliment of the whole world?” Can any one be so blind! 
as not to see that the question here is of that gross carnal | 
manducation of our Saviour’s body, which was the false notion 
which the Jews imbibed from not properly taking our Saviour’s 
meaning? But our Lord did not intend to give them his flesh 
apart from his spirit, nor to give them his flesh to nourish their 
bodies like other food, nor did he mean to give them his body in” 
the earthly state in which it existed before his death and resur- 
rection. But he intended to give them himself entire, his flesh 

. and blood hypostatically united with his soul and divinity; he 
intended this principally to nourish their souls; he intended tc 


* Diff. of Romanism, Second Edition, Book 1. Chap. iv. p. 117. 
+ See above, Section I. page 214. 
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give them his body in a glorified state, such as he raised it up 
from the dead, immortal and impassible, and therefore truly 
heavenly bread. All this St. Athanasius expressly teaches by 
his subsequent words; “That he might divert their minds from 
“ carnal cogitations, and that they might learn the flesh which he 
“ would give them to be supercelestial and spiritual food: he, 
“on this account, mentioned the ascent of the Son of man to 
“ heaven.” And when the Saint adds that the food of Christ’s 
body shall be given to each one spiritually, ὡς πνευματικῶς, his 
previous words prove that he did not mean to exclude the literal 
corporal presence of our Saviour’s body in the blessed Eucharist, 
but to intimate that this food would be spiritual and celestial, as 
he had before explained. Thus so far from Mr. Faber haying 
gained any support from this venerable witness, the great St. 
Athanasius has here powerfully attested our own true Catholic 
doctrine to his manifest discomfiture. 

Mr. Faber calls up another witness, but only to depose against 
his error, like the former. ‘“ We may next hear,” says he, “ the 
*‘ ancient author of the Treatise on the Lord’s Supper among 
“ the works of Cyprian.” 

* At the doctrine of this mystery the auditors were astonished, 
* when the Lord said: Except ye shall eat the flesh of the Son 
“ of man and shall drink his blood, ye shall not have life in you. 
* Because some believed not this, nor were able to understand it, 
“ they went back: for they thought it a horrible and nefarious 
“ thing to-eat human flesh; fancying, that they were taught to 
* to eat his flesh boiled or roasted or cut asunder, when yet his 
“ personal flesh, if divided into portions, would not be sufficient 
“for the whole human race But, in thoughts of this 
“ description, flesh and blood profit nothing; for, as the Master 
“himself taught us, the words are spirit and life; nor, unless 
| “ faith be added, can the carnal sense penetrate to the under- 

“standing of so great a profundity ᾿ς The divine essence 
“ineffably pours itself into the visible sacrament, that devotion 
“in respect to the sacraments might be a point of religion, and 
“ that a more sincere access, even so far as to the participation 
“of the spirit, might be open to that reality of which the body 

ww2 


348 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. Iv. 


“and blood are sacraments: not indeed that this union can 
“ extend to any participation of the actual substance of Christ, © 
“ but certainly to a most germane association.”* 4 
We will readily give ear to this ancient author, for though not — 
St. Cyprian himself, he was some holy and learned man, and ~ 
delivered sound Catholic doctrine. We shall only have to insert — 
one very important passage in place of Mr. Faber’s second dash, — 
when to his eternal disgrace, it will be found that this ancient 
author firmly and pointedly testifies to Transubstantiation. As to ὶ 
the first part of Mr. Faber’s quotation, it can present no difficulty 
whatever; for being ἃ similar passage to the preceding one from 
St. Athanasius, it is satisfactorily understood upon the same 
principles. But Mr. Faber found this author developing sound 
unequivocal Catholic doctrine. To have. exhibited this, would 
have been to destroy his whole fabrication; therefore he again 
called in the aid of his dishonourable dash, by which contemp- 
tible artifice he withheld the following explicit passage: “This 
“ common bread changed into flesh and blood, procures life and _ 
“increase to our bodies: and therefore by the usual effect of 
“ things the infirmity of our faith being assisted, is taught that a 
“ the effect of eternal life exists in visible sacraments, and that ἢ 
“we are united to Christ not so much by a corporal as a spiritual 
“transition. For he is made bread, and flesh, and blood, food 
“also and substance to his church; which he calls his body, 
“ granting to it the participation of the spirit.. And we indeed, — 
“when we were flesh and. blood, the nature of our body and 
“ soul being corrupt and infirm, could ποῦ have been reformed, — 
“nor have returned to the likeness of God, if a suitable remedy” 
“had not been applied to our inveterate malady, and in the cure 
« of desperate infirmity contrary things had been removed by 
** contraries, and like things agreed with their like. This bread 
“which the Lord handed to the disciples, changed not in’ 
“ appearance, but in its nature, was made flesh by the omnipo- _ 
“tence of the word: and as the humanity was seen in the person _ 
“ of Christ, and the divinity was hidden, the divine essence _ 
“ infused itself in an ineffable manner into the visible sacrament, _ 
* Tract. de Cen, Domini ad cale. Oper. Cyprian. Vol. ti. 
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“so that devotion to the sacraments might be a matter of 
“religious duty, and more sincere access might. be opened to the 
“ truth, of which. the body and blood are sacraments, even to 
“the participation οἵ the spirit; not. that this union would 
“ attain to a consubstantiality with Christ, but to a most true 
“ and intimate society with him.’* | 

Here the author declares that this bread is changed into flesh 
and blood, and changed not in appearance, but in its nature, and 
made flesh by the omnipotent power of the Word. This is quite 
enough to overturn all idea of a mere moral, or spiritual, or 
figurative presence. .When these passages are duly restored to 
the text, Mr. Faber’s authority turns pointedly against him. So, 
‘as Mr. Faber invites us, “ let. us next hear Facundus an African 
“ prelate, about the middle of the sixth century.” | 

“ The sacrament of adoption may be called adoption: just as 
“ the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, which is in the 
* consecrated bread and wine, we are wont.to call his body and 
“blood. Not, indeed, that the bread is properly his body, or 
“that the wine is properly his blood: but we so denominate 
“them, because they contain the. mystery of his body and 
“ blood within themselves... Hence it was, that.our Lord called 
“ the consecrated bread and wine, which he delivered to his 
© disciples, his own body and blood.’”’+ 


* Panis iste communis in carnem et sanguinem matatus, procurat vitam 
- et incrementum corporibus : ideoque ex consueto rerum effectu fidei nostre 
adjuta infirmitas, sensibili argumento edocta est visibilibus sacramentis 
inesse vite eterne effectum, et non tam corporali, quam spiritali transitione 
Christo nos uniri. Ipse enim et panis, et caro, et sanguis, idem cibus et 
_ substantia, et vita factus est Ecclesiz suze, quam corpus suum appellat, dans 
ei participationem spiritus. Kt nos quidem cum caro essemus et sanguis, 
_ corrupta et infirma corporis animeque natura, reformari non poteramus, 
3 mesror ad similitudinem Dei reverti, nisi morbo inveterato imponeretur 
_ Malagma conveniens, et in curatione desperate infirmitatis contraria remove- 
rentur contrariis, et similia similibus convenirent. Panis iste quem 
Jominus discipulis porrigebat, non effigie sed natura mutatus, omnipotentia 
_ verbi factus est caro: et sicut in persona Christi humanitas videbatur, et 
 latebat divinitas, ita sacramento. visibili ineffabiliter divina se infudit 
- @ssentia, ut esset religioni circa sacramenta devotio, et ad veritatem cujus 
corpus et sanguis sacramenta sunt, sincerior pateret accessus, usque ad par- 
- ticipationem spiritus : non quod usque ad consubstantialitatem Christi, sed 
 usque ad societatem egg oo oer ejus heec unitas pervenisset.—Tract. de 
| Cena Domini inter Op. 8. Cypriani, § 5, 6. 


+ Facunn. Defens. Concil. Chalced, Lib. ix. ¢. 5. 
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The reader needs only to be apprized of the subject on which 
Facundus was treating, to understand at once that his words do 
not in the least oppose Transubstantiation. He was explaining 
how signs are often called by the names of the things which they 
signify, and speaking of the outward forms of bread and wine, 
which, considered in themselves, are certainly only signs. The 
species themselves are not, he says, properly the body and blood, 
but as they contain the body and blood, we call them by the 
names of those sacred mysteries, of which they are types and 
figures. Observe, Facundus nowhere says that the body and 
blood of Christ are not really and substantially present under 
these outward signs: but he does plainly say on the contrary 
that these signs contain the body and blood within themselves. 
The mind may separately consider the sacramental signs, and 
may then say with truth, that they are not the body and blood 
of Christ. All Catholic authors speak this language, when they 
regard the sacramental signs alone and separate them in their 
thoughts from what they contain. Facundus speaks with the 
same mental distinction, because at the time he had a particular © 
object in view, which he proposed to illustrate by this compa- 
rison of the Eucharist. If his language is unusual, Facundus — 
himself will teach Mr. Faber with how little candour or justice — 
he has acted in exhibiting language used only with a particular — 
view and distinction, as if it could invalidate so many more 
unequivocal passages of the holy Fathers. Did Mr. Faber ever — 
observe the following closely applicable description of his own 
tactics, in this same Facundus? “ As itis the practice of calum- 
“ niating heretics to put an evil interpretation upon things which 
“are clear and manifest, from those which are doubtful and 
“‘ obscure, so it is the custom of Catholic prudence and truth, to 
“clear up ambiguous and hidden things by those which are 
«ς undoubted and evident.”* Let Mr. Faber be admonished by 
this, how to interpret the language of Facundus, who will farther 
remind him that, “ according to the different subjects treated, 

* Quemadmodum calumniantium hereticorum est ex dubiis et obscuris _ 
que certa et manifesta sunt male interpretari, ita solitum prudentize ac — 


veritatis Catholice, ex indubitatis atque evidentibus ambigua et latentia 
declarare.—Facunb. Lib..ix. 
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“the intention of the author is always different,”* even in the 
use of similar expressions. 

Finally, Mr. Faber refers us to what he terms the distinct and 
positive avowal of St. Augustin. 

“ Christ instructed them ; and said unto them: It is the spirit 
“that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth nothing. The words, 
“ which I speak unto you, are spirit and life. As if he had said: 
“ Understand spiritually what 1 have spoken. You are not 
“ about to eat this identical body, which you see; and you are 
“ὁ not about to drink this identical blood, which they who crucify 
“me will pour out. I have commended unto you a certain 
* sacrament: which if spiritually understood, will vivify you. 

© Though it must be celebrated visibly, it must be understood 
“ invisibly.” 

Mr. Faber has been already three times convicted of mistrans- 
lating and garbling this passage.t Yet here he produces 
it again with all his former artifices except one, namely, the 
words on the contrary, which he had inserted before the words, 
I have commended. We had been reproached with beginning his 
quotation without certain preceding observations of St. Augustin, 
which plainly determine the meaning of the words which he has 
quoted ; but here he begins it again in the same dishonourable 

‘way without any explanation of such conduct. He had been 

- convicted of inserting as if he had said, and the word identical 
twice, which are not found in the original; yet here they are 

᾿ wedged in again, without a word of justification or apology. 
But with all these despicable expedients, Mr. Faber cannot 

~ succeed in shaping St. Augustin to his purpose. The doctrine 

᾿ of that illustrious Father is too plainly Catholic, and testifies too 
strongly for Transubstantiation. The words of St. Augustin 

_ faithfully quoted and translated are these: “The disciples 


© thought it hard to hear him say; unless a person eats my flesh, 
Ὁ 
* Facunp. Lid. ix. 
Ea ) + S. Aueust. Enarr. in Psalm xceviii. 
_ J See the Bishop of Strasbourg’s Answer to Fuaber’s Difficulties of 
_ . Romanism, page 281: also Catholic Doctrine of Transubstantiation, &c. 


by the Rev. ..Corless, page 14, and my Reply ¢o Fuber’s Supplement, 
ο΄ ~‘page 173, and Difficulties of Faberism, Ὁ. 28. 
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“he shall not have eternal life; they received it stupidly, and 
“ conceived it carnally, and imagined that the Lord was going to 
“ cut off pieces from his body, and give to them .... but he 
“ὁ instructed his apostles, and said to them, It is the spirit that 
“ quickeneth, but the flesh profiteth: nothing. The words that I 
“* have spoken to you are spirit and life. Understand: spiritually 
“ what I have said. It is notthis body which you see, that 
“you will eat; nor that’ blood which they will shed, who will 
“ crucify me, that you will drink. I have commended to you’a 
“ certain sacrament; spiritually understood it will give you life ; 
“ though it must be celebrated visibly, it must be: conceived of | 
“ς as invisible.” ! 

Now St. Augustin’s purpose will appear Adee - The mistaken 
disciples conceived his words carnally, but he instructed his 
apostles to understand them spiritually.. The first imagined ’that 
they were to eat his flesh in its gross and mortal. state as” 
corporal food; but the second were instructed to expect it to be ' 
given to them not ἴῃ {Π6 state in which they then’ saw it,—not 
this body which you. see,—but in its glorified and.immortal state, — : 
to. be the spiritual food of their souls; so. that thus spiritually 
understood it would give them life. .Thus the holy Father’s latter 
words taken in conjunction with those preceding, which Mr. 
Faber omitted, plainly support that. very. doctrine. ofthe real 
presence and Transubstantiation, which. Mr..Faber by dishonest _ 
artifice sought to make them defeat.. And-thus again. has. his 
own cause been fatally injured. by his own wilful misrepresen- 
tation. 

We have seen with wa little candour or effect. Mr.. Faber 
has. quoted the last: six writers:. we have now. to follow him 
in a-new investigation, which he hopes will produce “unequivocal 
“ denial of the doctrine. of Transubstantiation,. through the 
«ς medium of criticism or contoversy.” In the. second century 
St. Clement of Alexandria wrote thus against the Encratite who 
held the use of wine to be unlawful. 

“-Know well that the Lord himself also partook of: wine: for 
“ he himself also was aman. And he blessed the wine, saying: 
“Take, drink; this is my blood, the blood of the vine. The 
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“ holy stream of exhilaration allegorically represents the Word, 
“ who poured himself out, on behalf of many, for the remission 
“ of sins.”* 

Mr. Faber produces this with an air of triumph, as perfectly 
conclusive against the Encratite, if Transubstantiation be rejected; 
perfectly inconclusive, if it be received. ‘ The very reasoning 
“ of Clement,” he says, “irresistibly proves, that he never could 
_ have held the doctrine of Transubstantiation : and accordingly 
“he tells us, not that the holy or consecrated wine was changed 
“into the substance of Christ’s blood, but that the holy or con- 
* secrated wine allegorically represents or figuratively siynifies it.” 

Those who will do me the favour to refer to two former works 
mentioned below,t will see an exposure, which perhaps they 
would have little expected, of the former trickery which Mr. 
Faber had descended to employ to adapt this, and some other 
passages from St. Clement to his purpose. In the passage now 
produced alone, he was charged with a false translation; and as 
he repeats the same translation, I must again expose his infidelity. 
Mr. Faber is bent upon obtaining from St. Clement, that the 
Eucharistic wine is not really changed into the blood of Christ, 
but only figuratively signifies it. For this purpose he makes St. 
Clement say in the last sentence: The holy stream of exhilara- 
_ tion allegorically represents the Word, who poured himself out, on 
behalf of many, for the remission of sins. This is a false transla- 
_ tion, made for his own particular purpose. St. Clement says 
_ that in blessing the wine, our Lord said: “ Take, drink; this is 
_ “my blood, the blood of the vine.” What did he mean but that 
the consecrated species was changed into our Saviour’s own 
_ blood, who was the true vine, and that as he himself was alle- 
_ gorically a vine, so his blood might allegorically be called wine ? 
In pursuance of which meaning, St. Clement added the words 

given in Greek below,{ and which ought to be translated thus: 


* §. Clement. Atex. Pedag. Lib. it. δ. 2. 


at Reply to Faber’s he yoxybaagget vs the Rev. F. C. Husenbeth, page 68 
to 74 ; Difficulties of Faberism, by the same, page 17 to 22. 


Ο Τὸν Λόγον, τὸν περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχέομενον ἐἰς ἄφεσιν dyapriav, 
Ἂς , > δ 
ξυφροσύνης ἅγιον ὠλληγορεῖ νάμα. 

χὰ 
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he allegorically calls the Word poured out for many (namely, his 
blood) ἐο the remission of sins, a holy stream of exhilaration,’ 
(namely wine, called holy, as coming from the holy vine, Christ). 
Any one must see that this is a faithful version of the original, 
and that it exactly accords with St. Clement’s argument, that our 
Lord called his blood wine, having before allegorically called 
himself the true vine. Mr. Faber has attempted to justify his 
translation by citing the Latin of the Cologne edition of St. 
Clement: Verbum enim quod pro multis effunditur in remissionem 
precatorum, sanctum letitie fluentum allegorice significat. I 
have in a former work observed that this is but a literal version 
from the Greek, which leaves the question just where it was. 
But I have before me another Latin version, I believe that of 
Potter’s Oxford edition, which has allegorice vocat, which alters 
the case indisputably in my favour. 

It is plain then, that St. Clement has said nothing opposed to 
Transubstantiation; but Mr. Faber first translates his words 
falsely, and then impudently proclaims the argument “ perfectly 
“ conclusive,” and that “ the very reasoning of Clement irre- 
“ sistibly proves, that he never could have held the doctrine of 
“ Transubstantiation.” These, reader, are the artifices, per- 
petually recurring, by which Mr. Faber’s system is contemptibly 
supported. He sets off in the present instance with a flourish 
about the impossibility of mistaking the opinions of the respective 
authors, to whose controversial criticism he is about to refer; 
and then with the very first author, he does worse than 
mistake, he perverts his meaning by a false translation, and then 
triumphs in the evidence which he has himself so dishonourably’ 
manufactured. ; 

But I will shew him and the reader a more honourable method 
of determining whether St. Clement believed in Transubstantia- 
tion. I will direct him to the same treatise of St. Clement, 
entitled the Pedagogue, where he says in the First Book: *“ Eat, 
“ Christ says, my flesh, and drink my blood. These appropriate 
<< aliments the Lord supplies to us, and gives his flesh, and pours: 
“ out his blood: and nothing is wanting for the growth of his 
ἐς children. O admirable mystery! He commands us to put 
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“ away the old and carnal corruption, in the same manner as the » 
“ old nutriment; being made partakers of the other new diet of | 


“ Christ, receiving him, if possible, to place him within us; and 
“ to lay up our Saviour within our breast,* that we may compose 
“ the affections of our flesh.” He who explicitly declares that 
Christ gives his flesh and blood for our actual food, and that we 
place him within our breast, could not have expressed in stronger 
terms his belief in Transubstantiation. And to this may be added 
another remarkable expression in the Second Chapter of the 
Second Book: “ that those who according to faith partake of the 
Eucharist, are sanctified both im body and 5οὺ]. 7 This sanc- 
tification of the body must be a consequence of a corporal man- 
ducation of the body of Christ: and thus I may truly say that 
the very reasoning of St. Clement irresistibly proves, that he did 
hold the doctrine of Transubstantiation. 

With an assurance, which, remembering his recent exploits, 
is really astonishing, Mr. Faber next gives a long extract from 
St. Augustin, with this deduction: “ From the very drift and 
“ necessity of his criticism, it is, 1 think, quite impossible to 
** misapprehend the sentiments of Augustin relative to the nature 
** of the Eucharist.” From Mr. Faber’s exposition of the holy 

| Father, it is certainly impossible to misapprehend what he would 
make St. Augustin teach; but we have only to disengage the 
passage from the false gloss of Faberism, and St. Augustin will 
teach the true Catholic doctrine of the real presence and Tran- 
substantiation. Here is the passage. 

“ In the interpretation of figurative passages, let the following 


* Φαγεσϑε us, φησὶ» τὴν σάρκα, καὶ Tice με TO αἷμα. TavTas ἥμιν 
οἰχκειας τροφὰς ὁ Κυρίος χορήγει» καὶ σαρκά ὑρεγειν καὶ die ἐκχει" καὶ 
οἶδεν εἰς αὐξησιν τοῖς παιδιοις evd er. ὦ Te παραδοξε uvsnpis' ὠποδυσασθαι 
ἥμιν τὴν πάλαιαν καὶ σαρκίκὴν ἔγκελευεται φθοραν, ὥσπερ καὶ THY σά- 
Raley τροφήν" xawwns δὲ ὠλλης τῆς Xpise διαίτης μεταλαμᾷανοντας; 
exewor, εἰ δυνάτον, ἀναλαμξανοντας, ἐν ἕαυτοις ὠποτιθεσϑαι, καὶ Toy 
Σωτηρα evsepvicarbas® ve καταρτίσωμεν τῆς σάρκος ἡμῶν τὰ wabn.— 
S$. Clement. ALEx. Pedag. Lib. i. Cap. vi. 
+ Hs of κατα misw ustadapulavotes, ἑγιαζονται καὶ σωμα καὶ 
ψυχήν. τὶ CueMent. ALEX. Pedag. Lib, ii. Cap. ti. 

x 22 


aw. 
“ἢ 


St 
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** canon be observed If the passage be preceptive, either 
“< forbidding some flagitious deed and some heinous crime, or 
“commanding something useful and beneficent: then such pas- 
“sage is not figurative. But if the passage seems, either to 
“ command some flagitious deed and some heinous crime, or to 
“ forbid something useful and beneficent: then such passage is 
* figurative. Thus, for example, Christ says: “ Unless ye shall 
“ eat the flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood; ye shall 
“ have no life in you. Now, in these words, he seems to com- 
“ἐς mand a heinous crime or a flagitious deed. Therefore the pas- 
** sage is a figure, enjoining us to communicate in the passion of 
“our Lord, and admonishing us to lay it up sweetly and usefully 
“in our memory: because, for us, his flesh was crucified and 
“ wounded.”* I omit the remainder of the quotation, referring 
to the precept to heap coals of fire upon the head of our enemy, 
which St. Augustin of course pronounces to have been spoken 
figuratively. 

If the reader should imagine this passage to be some new 
discovery of Mr. Faber’s, he must be informed that we have had 
it twice before, and that Mr. Faber’s reasoning upon it has been 
so completely refuted twice before, that it is quite shameful in 
him to bring it forward again without any notice of such refuta- 
tion.t St. Augustin plainly excludes only such an interpretation 
of our Lord’s words, as would imply a crime. He was alluding 
to the interpretation of the men at Capharnaum, who stupidly 
and carnally imagined that they were to eat our Saviour’s flesh 
cut up like meat. In this sense, our Lord’s words would seem 
to command the flagitious deed of killing him, and eating his 
flesh for corporal food. This sense therefore St. Augustin 
rejects : but this is not the sense-in which we believe that we 
eat our Saviour’s flesh, given to us by Transubstantiation in the 
blessed Eucharist ; ours imports no crime, no flagitious deed ; 
and therefore this our interpretation may be made consistently 
with St. Augustin’s canon. If it be contended that the chief 


* S. Aucust. De Doctrin. Christian. L. iti. C. 15, 16. 


+ See Catholic Doctrine of Transuhstantiation, a! Rev. G. Corless, page 
15, and Reply to Fuber’s Supplement, by Rev. Εἰς C. Husenbeth, page 178. 
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difficulty still remains, inasmuch as St. Augustin expressly tells 
us that the passage is a figure, enjoining us to communicate in 
the passion of our Lord, and sweetly to commemorate it; I 
reply, that St. Augustin only says here what every Catholic 
would freely say, without prejudice to a firm belief in Transub- 
stantiation. For unquestionably this holy manducation is figura- 
tive and spiritual, but St. Augustin does not say that it is only a 
figure. And we find St. Bernard, whose belief in Transubstan- 
tiation no one will call in question, making nearly the same 
comment on our Saviour’s words : “ What is it to eat his flesh 
ἐς and drink his blood, but to communicate in his sufferings, and 
imitate the life which he led upon earth?’* St. Augustin 
himself, however, speaks of other things as figures, which were 
not figures alone, but realities ; such as the marriage of the 
prophet Osee, and the anointing of our Lord’s feet by Magdalen.t 
And that the Saint himself believed these words to be not merely 
figurative, but commanding a real manducation, is evident from 
these his own words : “ the flesh profiteth nothing, that is the 
““ flesh alone: let the spirit be joined to the flesh, and it pro- 
“ fiteth much.”{ Again: “Christ was held in his own hands, 
* when commending his own body, he said, this is my body. 
“ For he bore that body in his own hands.” || And again : “ Even 
* this very flesh, (which he took from the flesh of Mary) he 
* save us to eat for our salvation, but no one eats this flesh, 
_ “ without having first adored it...... And not only we do not 
“sin by adoring, but we do sin by not adoring 11. 4 Could any 
man write thus, and not believe in Transubstantiation ? Could 
St. Augustin thus writing, and thus believing, intend to intimate 
that Christ’s words at Capharnaum were only a figure? One 
more question : Could Mr. Faber have failed to perceive the 
Teal belief of St. Augustin ? “ From the very drift and necessity 
© of his criticism, it is, I think, quite impossible to misapprehend 
the sentiments of St. Augustin relative to the nature of the 


ἈΝ Bernarp, Serm. III. in Ps. Qui habitat. 

+ 5. Aueustr. De Doct. Christ. Lib. HI. ο. 12. 

1 Tract 27 in Joan. || In Ps. xxxiii. 
FS. Ave. in Psalm xcviii. 
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“ Eucharist :” and I must add, equally impossible for any man 
of common probity to misrepresent them. I conclude with an 
obvious and legitimate paraphrase, which will at once shew St. 
Augustin’s meaning. “ In these words he seems to command a 
** heinous crime or a flagitious deed, for he seems to command 
“ them to kill him, and cut up his body like meat in the shambles. 
“‘ Therefore the passage is a figure, because our Lord was not 
“ sneaking of a manducation of mere corporal food, but of 
* receiving his body glorified and raised up after his passion and 7 
“ death, as spiritual food for the soul, and thus the manducation 
“which he enjoined, was figurative and commemorative of his 
“‘ nassion, and in this view his command was a figure.” In 
the above natural paraphrase of St. Augustin’ s words, what is 
there exclusive of Transubstantiation, or in the least al 
to 1} 

The argument which comes next to be considered deserves 
the reader’s particular attention. It is one upon which Mr, 
Faber rests with an air of secure triumph; yet. it shall soon 
appear that in this instance he has acted with more disgraceful 
unfairness, than perhaps in any other of the numerous cases in 
which he has merited censure and exposure. Mr. Faber has 
undertaken to prove from the language of the great Theodoret, 
that the Catholics of his time, the fifth century, did not believe 
in Transubstantiation. Now I undertake to prove, as I have 
already twice before proved, that Theodoret teaches exactly the 
contrary ; his words distinctly witnessing for the firm belief in 
his time of the true Catholic doctrine of Transubstantiation.’ * 
Theodoret wrote against the Kutychian heretics, who taught that 
Christ had only one nature; not that his human nature is now 
destroyed or annihilated, but absorbed in his divinity, so as to 
lose its properties. The Eutychian, as we learn from Theodoret 
himself, thus explained his erroneous belief: “ I say that the 
“ divinity has remained and the humanity is absorbed;....As 
“ the sea, which has received a drop of honey. For that drop | 


* See Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 228, and Difficulties of Faberism, . 
page 36. 
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“ presently vanishes, being mixed with sea-water.”* 'Theodoret 
wrote three Dialogues against these heretics, to refute their 
error of only one nature in Christ, on account of his human 
nature being absorbed in the divine. In the second of these 
Dialogues entitled the Inconfused, the two speakers Hranistes 
the Eutychian, and Orthodowus the Catholic, dispute upon this 
point ; and Eranistes attempts to justify his erroneous doctrine, _ 
by borrowing an illustration from their mutual belief upon the 
Holy Eucharist. As soon as Lranistes introduces this august 
mystery, Orthodoxus admonishes him that for fear of exposing 
so sacred a subject to persons uninitiated, it will be necessary 
to speak in obscure terms, which, their belief being the same 
upon that subject, both will readily understand. With mutual 
agreement upon this plan, they thus proceed : 
_ © Eranistes.—What do you call the gift that is offered before 
*¢ the priest’s invocation κα 

“ Orthodoxus.—This must. not be said openly ; for some may 
“ be present who are not initiated. 

« Hran.—Let then the answer be in disguised terms. 

“ Orth.—We call it an aliment made of certain grains. 

“ Eran.—And how do we call the other symbol? 
. © Orth.—By a common name that denotes a certain beverage. 
τς Eran.—And after the consecration what do you call these ? 

“ Orth.—The body of Christ, and the blood of Christ. 
_ © Eran.—And you believe that you receive the body and blood 
© of Christ ? 
© Orth.—So I believe. . 
_“ Eran.—As therefore the symbols of the body and blood of 
: our Lord, before the priest’s invocation are one thing; and 
© after the invocation are changed, and become another thing ; 
_ so likewise our Lord’s bony after its assumption, is changed 
| t into the divine substance.” 
- Here let us pause to observe, that the mutual agreement of the 


Πα EPAN.~ Ey? τὴν ϑεύτητα λέγω μεμενηκέναι, καϊαποθηναι δὲ 
ὑπὸ ταύτης τὴν ἀνθρωπότητα. ...... Ὡς ἡ ϑώλατσα μέλιτος προσλαβᾶσα 
φαγόνα. Φρῆδος yap ξυθὺς ἡ «αγωῶν ἐκείνη γίνεται, τῷ τῆς ϑαλάτήης 
— thers μιγνυμένη.--- [ἩΒΟΡΟΒΕΤῚΙ, Dial. ii. Inconfusus. 
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speakers to conceal the mystery of the blessed Eucharist from the 
uninitiated by obscure terms, proves their mutual belief in the 
mysterious change which transubstantiated the symbols of bread 
and wine, and made them totally different after consecration 
from what they had been before. We must also notice, that as 
the Kutychian believed that Christ’s human nature was so 
absorbed in the divinity, as to lose its properties, he imagined 
that he could support his opinion by the acknowledged faith that 
the symbols of bread and wine are substantially changed after 
the consecration, which he compares to the assumption of our 
Lord’s human nature. But the comparison was not just, because 
the properties, and outward accidents of the bread and wine still 
remain after consecration; whereas the Eutychian believed that 
the properties of Christ’s human nature did not remain, but 
were as completely absorbed and swallowed up, as a drop of 
honey would be in the waters of the ocean. Therefore Orthow) ’ 
doxus catches him in his own snare: 

“ Orthod.—Y ou are caught in your own nets : for the mystical 
“ symbols after consecration do not depart from their own 
“ nature; for they remain in their former substance, and figure 
“ and shape, and are visible and tangible as they were before. 
“ But they are understood to be what they are made; and 80. 
“ they are believed, and they are adored, as being the thing 
** which they are believed.” 

Here the Eutychian is caught by the orthodox Catholioy! 
because his comparison does not apply. The properties of the 
bread and wine remain after consecration; but the properties of 
Christ’s human nature, in the Eutychian system, did not remain, 
but were absorbed in his divine nature. This is the plain, clear 
and rational interpretation of this passage of Theodoret; and we 
shall now see by what extraordinary artifice Mr. Faber 
has sought to avail himself of Theodoret as a witness ie 
Transubstantiation. 

He pretends that the Eutychians found it convenient for the 
defence of their error, to interpret the Catholic belief on the 
Eucharist literally in the sense of Transubstantiation. With 
monstrous assurance, he actually gives it as a certain fact, that 
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every instructed Catechumen well knew that the blessed Eucharist 
was only figuratively denominated the body and blood of Christ ; 
but that still the Eutychians chose, as it suited their purpose, to 
understand this literally. Accordingly, he says, they built their 
argument upon the doctrine of Transubstantiation, as if the 
change of the human nature of Christ into the divine was a 
parallel change to that of the bread and wine into the body and 
blood of Christ. 

The reader who has seen the clear evidence already adduced 
of the doctrine of Transubstantiation having been always the 
faith of the Catholic Church, will only smile, though it may be 
in scorn, at Mr. Faber’s impudent assumption of the contrary as 
a well known fact. But this hardly exceeds in baseless arrogance 
the subsequent assertion, that the Eutychians first originated the 
idea of Transubstantiation, by choosing for their own purpose to 
understand literally, what the Catholics had ever before inter- 
preted figuratively. In a former work, I denounced this asa 
groundless historical assumption, which Mr. Faber had chosen to 
adopt, as suited to his purpose. I defied him to produce any 
proof of his assertion. He wrote against my Reply, but never 
produced the required proof; he has now put forth the same 
assertion without any proof, or any answer to my challenge. 
The reader will therefore know what credit to attach to such an 
assumption. 

_ But small reflection will show that to assert this, is very 
absurd. It has been already noticed that Orthodoxus was equally 
careful with LEranistes to speak in disguised terms of the 
Eucharist; but if the Catholics had only believed it to be 
figuratively the body of Christ, there could have been no 
necessity for such caution. Again, Theodoret wrote expressly 
to refute the Eutychian heresy: but surely if these heretics had 
80 far departed from the primitive and universal belief, as Mr- 
Faber would pretend, as to understand the Eucharist to be 
literally the body of Chiist, would Theodoret have spared, and 
not vigorously opposed and refuted so pernicious a novelty? 
Yet though his three Dialogues expose every error of Euty- 
chianism, they say nothing on this momentous subject, but the 
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little introduced merely by way of illustration in the passage 
before us. Though all this goes pointedly to disprove Mr. 
Faber’s assertion, he absolutely contends that Orthodoxus flatly 
denies any Transubstantiation of the elements, by declaring that 
“ the mystical symbols after consecration remain in their former 
“substance and shape and appearance.” But granting that 
Orthodoxus so speaks, his meaning is apparent from the drift οὗ 
his argument with Hranistes, and from the remainder of the 
sentence. Orthodoxus confutes the Eutychian upon his own 
principles. He believed that Christ’s human nature was so . 
absorbed in his divine nature, as to lose its properties and exter- 
nal accidents ; and the disparity lies in this, that in the Eucharistic 
change, the natural properties, and external shape and appearance 
of the bread and wine remain. All that Theodoret means by the 
word substance, is the external appearance of the substance, 
which’ remains in the Eucharist, in contradistinction to the 
Eutychian belief of the properties of Christ’s human nature being 
absorbed, like a drop of honey disappearing in the sea. ' 
meaning of Theodoret is to be inferred from his argument, rather 
than from his expression: for it is well known that in his days 
the words substance and nature were not always used in th ᾽ 
strict acceptation assigned to them in later times. “᾿ 
As however Theodoret uses the same Greek word οὐσία jus ; 
before, when Eranistes says that “ our Lord’s body, after its. 
“‘ assumption, is changed into the divine substance,” Mr. Faber 
has asked why the same word should not equally mean substance 
as used in the reply of Orthodowus, which we are now consider-_ 
ing. I have answered in my former Reply, p. 250, that the 
different acceptation is justified, by the difference of the subject 
on which the word is employed. In the speech of Hranistes, 
there can be no doubt of its meaning substance or essence, 
because he is speaking of the humanity of Christ being absorbed 
in his divinity. But Orthodoxus is to shew that the alleged 
parity of the Eucharistic Transubstantiation does not hold good. 
Accordingly he rejects it on the special ground of the bread and 
wine not being in such manner changed or absorbed, as to lose — 
their properties and appearances. The great dispute with the 
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Eutychians turned upon this very point; not upon the actual 
existence of the human nature in Christ, but upon the subsist- 
_ ence of its properties. The Council of Chalcedon in its decree 
against Eutyches, expressly marks this their error: “ The 
“ difference of the natures being in nothing taken away by their 
* union; on the contrary, the property of both natures remain- 
“ὁ ing, and meeting in one person and subsistence.”* And when 
Orthodoxus in Theodoret’s second dialogue speaks thus: “ Do 
“ you not acknowledge the properties of both natures?’ Hra- 
nistes replies: “ Notafter the union.”+ This therefore was the 
point to which Orthodoxus directed his answer. If he had used 
the word «sia in the ordinary sense of substance, he would not 
have caught his opponent at all; because Hranistes did not 
deny that Christ’s human nature still remained in substance and 
entity, even as the drop of honey in the sea would always retain 
its substance ; therefore he must have meant only the outward 
appearances and properties of substance. 

This is moreover manifest from the continuation of his sen- 
tence, which is very important. Orthodoxus goes on thus: 
“ But they (the symbols) are understood to be what they are 
*¢ made ; and so they are believed, and they are adored, as being 
“ the things which they are believed.” ‘The speaker argues that 
though the bread and wine retain their properties and appear- 
ances after consecration, they are understood then to be no 
longer what they appear, but what they are made, or what they 
are become, that is evidently, the body and blood of Christ. 
And he adds that they are believed. and adored, as being what 
they are believed,.that is, as being the real body and blood of 
our Lord. Could Theodoret have put such language in the 
_ mouth of the orthodox Catholic, if Transubstantiation had not 

been the faith of his Church? Do not these subsequent 
_ €xpressions remove all doubt as to the sense in which he just 
: before used the word ἐσία ἡ; What says Mr. Faber to this? 


dium Nusquam sublata differentia naturarum propter unitionem, magisque 
Iva proprietate utriusque nature, et in unam personam, atque subsisten- 
concurrente. 


4 ig OPO.--Eu yep ae “ὁμολογεῖς φύσεως ἑκατέρας τὰ ἴδια; 
~EPAN.--Mete τὴν ἕνωσιν ene Dial. tt. Inconfus. 
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He has recourse to a translation of the Greek, which is not 
merely unwarrantable, but makes his author speak rank non- 
sense. Theodoret says: Νοεῖται δὲ ὥπερ ἐγένετο καὶ πιστέυε- 
Tel, καὶ προσχυνᾶται, ὡς ἐκεῖνα ὄντα περ πιςεύεται : which Μη. 
Faber renders thus: “ But they are understood to be what 
“they were: and they are believed and venerated, as being — 
“those things which they are believed.” Surely ἐγένετο does 
not mean in this place were, but are made or have become ; for 
we cannot suppose Orthodoxus gravely telling Eranistes that the 
symbols are still just what they were before, bread and wine, — 
and that they are to be believed and venerated, because they are 
those things which they are believed, namely, bread and wine, — 
just as they were before. This is a wilfully false translation, i 
which involves Mr. Faber in the additional guilt of making — 
Theodoret teach the gross absurdity, that the symbols are to be — 
venerated, because they are bread and wine, just as they were : 
before consecration ! : 
The preceding observations have, I trust, satisfactorily shewn 
not only the falsity of Mr. Faber’s assertion that the Orthodorus 
of Theodoret denies Transubstantiation, but the plain truth, that — ἢ 
his words powerfully prove that mysterious doctrine to have been — 
the belief of the Church as well as his own. The substance of ἑ 
these remarks had appeared previously in the Reply, which I Ὶ 
published to Mr. Faber’s Supplement to his Difficulties of — 
Romanism. It would have been expected that an honourable — 
controvertist would not bring forward this passage of Theodoret — 
again, without some attempt to set aside the above arguments. — 
Mr. Faber however was quite the man to do nothing of the sort; — 
it being his familiar custom to bring up former objections without _ 
any notice of what may have been said in refutation of them. — 
Accordingly in his pamphlet against my Reply, he attempted no — 
defence, and even took no notice of my copious refutation; but — 
confined his observations to a mode of translating one phrase of 
Orthodoxus, which the Bishop of Strasbourg and others have 
adopted. While I am quite ready to discuss that matter, let me — 
call the reader’s particular attention to one remarkable fact. 
Whatever may be the merit or demerit of the translation 
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alluded to, my Reply argued independently of that version. 1 
adopted throughout Mr. Faber’s own translation, and took no 
more advantage of the other, than if it had never existed. It 
will be noticed that the same plan has been followed in these 
pages ; and thus. Mr. Faber has been wholly deprived of his 
paltry subterfuge of an interested translation. Yet after all, 
even in the work now under review, the only notice taken by 
Mr. Faber of all that has been argued upon the faith of Theo- 
doret on the Eucharist, is a repetition of his protest against this 
particular translation. I must therefore say a few words once 
more on the subject. 

In the last speech quoted from Theodoret, Orthodoxus says of 
the mystic symbols of bread and wine: Μένει yap ἐπὶ τῆς προτέρας 
οὐσίας καὶ τὸ σχήματος καὶ τὸ ἔιδους, The Bishopof Strasbourg 
had translated these words thus: They remain in the shape and 
form of the former substance. Though I saw no necessity for 
adopting this version, I defended it as a translation perfectly 
justified by the Greek, contending that the phrase was susceptible 
of two translations. Mr. Faber with nauseous pedantry thus 
condemns me in his present work: “ According to Mr. Husen- 
beth, the strictly legitimate version. ...is, They remain in the 
* shape and form of the former substance: and every charitable 
* attempt, of a plain well-meaning Hellenist like myself, to set 
* him right, is declared by him to be nothing more than so much 
_ “interminable verbal criticism! ‘To argue with such an indi- 
vidual is useless: I must even turn him over to the school- 
“ master.” When Mr. Faber wrote this, he penned a known 
falsehood; for instead of my deciding that the Bishop’s was 
_ “ the strictly legitimate version,” the words I used were these : 
“1 do not dogmatically decide like Mr. Faber, that this is the 
_ “necessary translation ; I maintain that the phrase is ambiguous, 
_ and it being such, he has no right to find fault with another 
_ “for taking it in a different acceptation from his own.” This 
- plain well-meaning Hellenist” arrogantly assumes a right to 
_ lecture me about Greek criticism, knowing the while that men, 
_ certainly not his inferiors in Hellenistic construction, have 
_ admitted the same translation. In his very next sentence, he 
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informs us that the late Rev. Joseph Berington adopted this. 
translation as preferable to the other. He admits that gentle- 
man to have been a scholar, and says that he evidently did not 
pen this through ignorance. Then why am I blamed, when men _ 
of acknowledged erudition have decided as I have done, and 
have even gone farther, by giving that translation the preference, — 
which I only pronounced to be fair and equally good. If Mr. 
Faber examines the second edition of the Faith of Catholics — 
on certain points of Controversy, he will find that its learned — 
surviving editor, the Rev. John Kirk, has adopted the much 
abused translation, without any notice of the other. So that 
though Mr. Faber, with uplifted birch, accuses me of splendid 
defiance of Greek Syntax, and of persisting in a well nigh 
incredible blunder, I suspect we shall be a sad unruly set for our 
boastful pedagogue; and some of us may be even audacious 
enough to imagine that we know quite as much about Greek 
Syntax as our master. 8 

I have judged it expedient to go thus far in my own vindica- 


in dispute was never made by me to depend upon the translation — 
which Mr. Faber repudiates ; that for argument’s sake, I granted — 
him his own version throughout the whole discussion ; and that — 
with this very translation of his own choosing, I proved the 
evidence of Theodoret to be in favour of Transubstantiation. — 
Mr. Faber’s own canon applies strictly here, that we are not t it 
regard what is said alone, but what is meant. If Theodoret 
expresses himself obscurely and in unusual terms, this is not to — 
be wondered at, when his two speakers previously agree not to 
speak too plainly, for fear of revealing the mysteries to the 
uninitiated. Finally, the context of the discourse, and the drift” 
of the argument, plainly determine the sense of the passages ino 
question, and with other parts of Theodoret’s writings, irresisti- Ὁ 
bly establish his firm belief in the doctrine of Transubstantiation. — 
From Theodoret Mr. Faber passes to Gelasius, as he had — 
done before; and though his evidence from Gelasius had been Ξ 
plainly shewn to avail nothing, here he produces it again with — 
perfect assurance, without a word upon the arguments in my — 
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Reply.* | Repeating the silly fable of his own invention, that the 
Eutychians chose perversely to interpret the belief of the 
Catholics in the sense of Transubstantiation ; as if the Eutychians 
are not well known to have believed in a real change of the 


elements as well as the Catholics, and to believe the same to the 


present day ; Mr. Faber tells us that they were thus answered 
by Pope Gelasius in the West. 

“ Certainly, the sacraments of the body and blood of the 
ςς Lord, which we receive, are a divine thing: because, by these, 
“ we are made partakers of the divine nature. Nevertheless, 
“ the substance or nature of the bread and wine ceases not to 


* exist : and assuredly; the image and similitude of the body 
“and blood of Christ are celebrated in the action of the 


“ὁ mysteries.”’f 

It will be recollected that in Section II. of his present 
Chapter, Mr. Faber had favoured us with the latter part of this 
quotation, as “the judicial decision of Pope Gelasius.” Here 
he appends a note on the question of the authorship, in which he - 
informs us that the “ honest and acute Romanist Dupin, suffi- 
“ciently establishes the right of proprietorship in favour of 
* Gelasius the Pope.” On the other hand, I have already 
observed, page 325, that Bellarmin gives almost certain proof 
that the writer could not have been Pope Gelasius.{t But Mr. 
Faber adds, that it is of the least possible consequence to his 
argument, who was the author: why then, I ask, did he call 
his former citation “ the judicial decision of Pope Gelasius,” 
without the least intimation of the doubtful authorship ? To me 
however it is certainly immaterial whether the writing belongs to 
the Pope, or as I believe, to Gelasius of Cyzicus ; for while this 


_ testifies nothing against Transubstantiation, other parts of the 


same author unequivocally attest this important doctrine. Those 
of course Mr. Faber carefully keeps out of sight. The reader 
will observe that the language of Gelasius is directed, like that 
of Theodoret, against the error of the Eutychians, that the pro- 
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ue flee Reply to Faber’ 8 Supplement, by the Rev. F.C. Husenbeth, page 249. 
ν Gewas. de duub. nat. Christi. 
t See Betuarm. De Eucharistia. Lib. I. Cap. 27. 
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perties of Christ’s human nature are wholly absorbed in his 
divinity. Gelasius says that certainly the Eucharist is a divine 
thing, but that though the bread and wine are changed into this 
divine thing, their outward properties, which he calls the sub- 
stance or nature of the bread and wine, cease not to exist, 
because they constitute the image and similitude of the body and 
blood of Christ, so as to render this a sacrament, or an outward 
sign of inward grace. That this is the meaning of the passage, 
there can be no doubt, when we recollect the false comparison 
of the Eutychians, professedly combated by Gelasius as well as” 
by Theodoret ; and also the clear evidence which Gelasius gives" 
elsewhere of his firm belief in Transubstantiation. He tells us” 
that “‘ the elements pass into this divine substance, yet remain 
“in the property of their own nature ;”’* which at once suffices 
to prove his belief in Transubstantiation, and his meaning in the 
objected passage. Therefore that learned theologian and phi- 
losopher, Leibnitz, to whose judicial decision we may well 
turn over Mr. Faber, has thus determined with his usual pene- 
tration, the meaning of Gelasius : "ς Gelasius, the Roman pontiff, 
“ gives us to understand that the bread is changed into the body — 
“ of Christ, whilst the nature of the bread remains ; he means 
“its qualities or accidents. For in those days they did not 
“ express themselves with perfect precision and metaphysical — 
‘accuracy. In the same sense Theodoret says, that in this — 
“ change, which he calls yere6oai, the mystic symbols are not 
“ deprived of their proper nature.”* ΑΝ 
Kphrem, patriarch of Antioch, who died in 546, wrote in the 
same view, and used similar language to that of Theodoret and 
Gelasius. Thus we need not be surprised to find Mr. Faber 
doing his best to work up the words of Ephrem into a decisive 
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* Ut sicut in hance scilicet in divinam transeunt, Spiritu Sancto pe 
ficiente, substantiam ; permanent tamen in sue proprietate nature ; etc.— 
GELAS. in libro citato. Lom 
* Gelasius pontifex Romanus innuit panem transire in corpus Christi, 
manente natura panis, hoc est, qualitatibus ejus sive accidentibus : neque 
cum tum ad metaphysicas notiones formule exigebantur, quo sensu et 
Theodoretus dixit in hac conversione quam ipse μεταξολη vocat, mystica 
symbola propria natura non exui.—LEIBNITz, Systema Theologie. Paris, 
1819—pag. 226. | 
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testimony against Transubstantiation. What he quotes from 
this author is as follows. ‘ The body of Christ, which is taken 
“by the faithful, neither departs from its sensible substance, 
“on the one hand: nor remains separated from intellectual 
* orace, on the other hand. And spiritual baptism likewise, 
“ὁ being whole and single, both retains the propriety of its sen- 
* sible substance, I mean the water : and loses not that, which 
“it hath become.’’* 

This passage is most strangely misunderstood or misrepre- 
sented by Mr. Faber. He pronounces that it not only contains 
a clear and distinct denial of Transubstantiation, but carries 
additional weight, from bringing the Eucharist and Baptism into 
comparative juxtaposition, and arguing that the bread and wine 
are no more substantially changed in the one sacrament, than 
the water is in the other. A very little attention to the object 
and language of Ephrem, will convince the reader that Mr. 
Faber is wrong in both assertions. 

Kphrem, like Theodoret and Gelasius, is refuting the errors of 
the Kutychians, and principally the mistaken inference which 
they drew, that the properties of Christ’s human nature were 
absorbed and annihilated by its union with the divinity. If Mr. 
Faber had begun his quotation a little higher, it would have 
been seen that Ephrem refutes this error by reference to the 
words of the son of thunder, St. John, who tells us that he 
announces what he has seen, and what his hands have touched 
of the Word of life. From this he proves that Christ has two 
natures, one invisible and impalpable, and the other capable of 
being seen and touched. He then incidentally illustrates his 
point by the examples of the Eucharist and of Baptism, as 
quoted by Mr. Faber. But for what purpose are these intro- 
duced? Evidently with the sole design of shewing that as the 
_ body of Christ in the Eucharist is still united with visible and 
_ palpable symbols, and the spiritual grace of Baptism united also 
with: visible and palpable water, so the divine nature is united 
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Rothomag. 1652. oth ᾿ sy tel arg mL Ἢ 


ZZ 


370 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. IV. 


with the human nature, both visible and palpable, in the one 
person of ovr Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. 

It was enough for Ephrem’s purpose to establish the union 
in each sacrament of something spiritual and hidden with some- 
thing visible and perceptible to our senses. It was no part of 
his undertaking to declare the difference which the. faithful 
otherwise so well know between the accidents of bread and wine 
remaining in the Eucharist, and the real substance of water 
remaining in Baptism. His argument was simply this: the 
Eucharistic symbols do not become invisible or impalpable, nor 
is the body of Christ become so ; they each retain their respective 
properties. Though Ephrem employs the word substance, it 
must not be supposed that by this he meant the individual or 
distinctive substance of bread and wine. Photius himself who 
has preserved this treatise of Ephrem, expressly observes that 
the author treats of the difference between the words οὐσίαν 
γένος and εἴδος and the word ὑποςάσις; that the three first signify 
what is common, while the last points out something peculiar 
to an individual.* Thus Ephrem spoke of the Eucharist as not 
departing from its sensible substance,meaning that all the common 
properties which our senses discern in bread and wine, were 
equally discernible after the consecration; which was quite 
enough to illustrate what he had to prove of Christ’s human nature. 

If he says immediately after of Baptism, that its sensible sub- 
stance remains, namely the water, it is monstrous to make him 
argue thence that the bread and wine are no. more substantially 
changed than the water. For in sober truth, there is not to be 
found in Ephrem’s language, any “acknowledged analogical 
“ homogeneity,” in the “ immediate comparative juxtaposition,” 
which Mr. Faber with such pompous exultation pretends to have 
discovered. In Baptism there was no question of a substantial 
change of the water, nor the smallest danger of any one mis- 
understanding his meaning: and therefore Ephrem did not stop 
to distinguish between the elements of the two sacraments; the 

* Meta ταυτὰ δὲ περί τῆς διαφορᾶς ἥ ἥν ἡ ἐσία καί τὸ γένος net τὸ 
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more as such distinction was foreign to his immediate purpose 
of illustration, and would only have embarrassed it. His words 
involve no comparison, except as far as regards the sensible 
common nature or properties remaining in both sacraments: the 
question of individual essence or substance he leaves wholly 
untouched. He well knew that the faithful would unhesitatingly 
supply the difference by their familiar belief. Though his words 
denoted no more, than that in either sacrament the elements 
retained their sensible properties, yet as the faithful had never — 
heard the water of Baptism called the grace of Christ, or that it 
was to be believed to be substantially any thing but water, while 
they had always heard that the Eucharistic symbols were the 
body and blood of Christ, they would at once distinguish what 
it was not necessary for Ephrem to note, as he was not pro- 
fessedly writing upon the subject. Thus neither the design, . 
nor the language of Ephrem afford the least warrant for Mr. 
Faber’s claiming him as a witness against Transubstantiation. 
We have now to notice once more the same unfounded asser- 
tions, to which Mr. Faber has already received complete 
answers, respecting the old story of St. Paschasius Radbert and 
his pretended opponents. It is well known to have been a 
favourite speculation of the Calvinists, that Transubstantiation 
was first broached by the humble abbot of Corbie, St. Paschasius 
Radbert, early in the ninth century. Those who have honoured 
the present work so far with perusal, have seen too abundant 
evidence of the absurdity of such a supposition, to render it 
needful to lose any time here in its refutation. The statement 
of St. Paschasius, which Mr. Faber quotes, is as follows : “The 
“body of Christ in the Eucharist is the same body as that, 
“which was born of the virgin, which suffered upon the cross, 
“and which was raised from the grave.” 
_ So far from St. Paschasius teaching this as any new doctrine, 
he evidently put it forth as universally believed in the Church : 
so that towards the end of his life, he thus alluded to the 
temerity of those unknown persons, who were reported to have 
taken offence at his expressions : ‘“ Let him who would oppose 
“ this, rather than believe it, take heed what he does against the 
Z22 
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* Lord, and against the whole Church.’* He declares that no 
one has dared openly to contradict his doctrine, which is that of 
the whole world : “ Therefore though some may err through 
“ignorance, yet there is no one openly who contradicts this, 
“ which the whole world believes and confesses.’”’+ 
Mr. Faber, in the face of all this, affects to believe that the 
holy Abbot was proclaiming a doctrine, new and unheard of in 
the Western Church. He moreover affirms that it “ imme- 
“* diately called up a strenuous opposition.” It is pretty evident 
that no complaint had been raised against it between the year 
818, when it is said to have been first written, and after the year 
844, when the author, being then Abbot of Corbie, gave a 
second and more ample edition of his work. The “ strenuous 
“ opposition” would have been called up much more quickly, 
if the author had really been the first to proclaim to the world a 
doctrine so repugnant to human reasoning. ; 
Mr. Faber however would support his assertion, by bravely 
telling us, that Rabanus Maurus Archbishop of Mentz, opposed 
St. Paschasius about the year 825. Lest I should be charged 
with unfairness, I proceed to copy Mr. Faber’s tedious quotation, 
though there was not the least necessity for his citing at such 
length. 
“ With respect to your interrogation, whether the Eucharist, 
“‘ after it has been consumed and in the manner of other food 
“has passed into the draught, returns again into its pristine 
“nature which it had before its consecration upon the altar: a 
“ question of this description is superfluous, since in the Gos 
“the Saviour himself has said; Every thing, that enters a 
“the mouth, goes into the belly, and passes away into the 
“draught. The sacrament of the body and blood of the Lord 
“is composed of things visible and corporeal; but it produces an 
* invisible sanctification both of the body and of the soul. Why 
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* Videat qui contra hoc venire voluerit, magis quam credere, quid agat 
ontra ipsum Dominum, et contra omnem Ecclesiam.—Epist. ad Frudegard. 
+ Ideo quamyis quidam de ignorantia errent, nemo tamen est adhuc in 
Pigg qui hoc ita esse contradicat, quod totus orbis credit et confitetur.— 
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ἐς need we, then, on the part of that which is digested in the 
“ stomach and which has passed away into the draught, talk of 
“a return to its pristine state: when no person ever asserted 
“the occurrence of any such return? Lately, indeed, some 
“ individuals, not thinking rightly concerning the sacrament of 
“the body and blood of the Lord, have said: that that very 
“ body and blood of the Lord, which was born from the Virgin 
“ Mary, in which the Lord himself suffered on the cross, and in 
“ which he rose again from the sepulchre, is the same as that 
* which is received from the altar. In opposition to which error 
“as far as lay in our power, writing to the Abbot Egilus, we 
“ propounded what ought truly to be believed concerning the 
* body itself. For, respecting his body and blood, the Lord says 
“ in the Gospel: I am the living bread, which descended from 
“ heaven. If any person shall eat of this bread, he shall live for 
“ever. For my flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink 
“indeed. He, who eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood, 
“hath eternal life. The person, therefore, who eats not that 
“ bread and who drinks not that blood, has not the life here 
“ intended: for mere temporal life, indeed, without any such 
“ manducation, may in this world be enjoyed by men, who are 
“not in his body through faith; but eternal life, which is 
“ promised to the saints, can never be enjoyed by such 
* individuals. Lest, however, they should fancy, that, in that 
“meat and drink which they receive carnally and understand 
“not spiritually, life eternal is promised in faith; so that they, 
“who receive it, should die neither in soul nor in body: he 
“ condescended to meet and to anticipate any such cogitation : 
“ For, when he had said; He, who eateth my flesh and drinketh 
ΗΑ my blood, hath eternal life: he immediately subjoined ; I will 

“yaise him up at the last day; that, meanwhile, he may have 

“ eternal life according to the spirit.’’* 
After this quotation, of a length ridiculously superfluous, Mr. 
i aber lays it down as clear and indisputable, that Rabanus here 


+8 Εν Archie. Mogunt, Ep. ad Heribald, de Euch. cxvaiit. ad calc. 
Reginon. Abb. Pruniens. Lib. Ἢ de eccles. discip. et rel. Christian. 
p. 516.—Paris, 1671. 
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refers to the assertion of St. Paschasius, because he has cited it — 
almost in the precise words of the author. When Mr. Faber i 
made this same assertion before in his Supplement, he was told 
in my Reply that it is much more probable that Rabanus was ~ 
alluding to some disputants under Charles the Bald, against i 
whom Bertram also wrote what we shall next have under con- — 
sideration.* The subject is the same, and as Rabanus never | ; 
mentions St. Paschasius, as no historian ever said that he wrote _ 
against him, except some anonymous writer first published by } 
Celot, and as this Epistle to Egilus was not written in the © 
lifetime of Paschasius, who died in 852, nor until upwards of — 
thirty years after his work had appeared, it is very improbable 
that Rabanus ever opposed St. Paschasius at all. If he did, it — 
could only have been in a private letter to Egilus ; but certainly — 
not openly, nor as a foremost and strenuous opponent, as ΜΗ 3 
Faber would represent him. F 
Still Mr. Faber will say, that Rabanus at least dppdatd the / | 
doctrine, and that his language is in three respects very remark- — 
able : first, as he pronounces the doctrine to be an error, which — 
he himself was strenuously opposing ; secondly, from the use of — 
the word some, by which he testifies that the doctrine was held — 
only by a few adventurous admirers ; and thirdly, from the — 
expression Jately, no less clearly indicating that the doctrine of — 
Transubstantiation was, in the ninth century, panned throughout _ 
the West as a palpable innovation. 2 | 
Here is much talk about some doctrine ; and it would be well _ 
to settle in the outset, what doctrine is meant; for though Mr. — 
Faber cleverly contrives to represent Rabanus as the opponent 
of the doctrine of Transubstantiation as a palpable innovation, a 
little cool examination will show -us the matter in a very diffe- ὃ 
rent aspect. I have shewn that there is no credible ground for : 
believing that Rabanus ever opposed St. Paschasius at all : but ἃ 
if for argument’s sake it be granted that he did, Mr. Faber will — 
be as far as ever from any proof that Rabanus opposed the | 
doctrine of Transubstantiation. Mr. Faber should know that 
the work of St. Paschasius explains and proves three points : 
* See Reply to Faber’s Supplement—p. 288—92. ᾿ 
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first, the true and substantial presence of the body and blood of 
Christ in the holy Eucharist : secondly, that the substances of 
bread and wine do not remain after the consecration : thirdly, 
that the body of Christ in the Eucharist is the very same which 
_ was born of the blessed Virgin, and died on the cross. Now if 
Rabanus had been opposed to Transubstantiation, surely he 
_ would have taken up the other points, and not confined himself 
to the third, which is the only one alleged by Mr. Faber to have 
_ been attacked by Rabanus. But he did just the contrary, for he 
distinctly establishes Transubstantiation im one of his other 
works, in these words: “ Who would ever have believed that 
_ bread could have been changed into flesh, and wine into blood, 
“unless our Saviour himself had said it, who created bread and 
“ wine and all things, out of nothing ?’* It is impossible for 
any man who could write thus to be an opponent of Transub- 
stantiation, or not to be a firm believer in that mysterious doc- 
trine. Why then did he oppose the doctrine contained in the 
third point of the work of St. Paschasius ? The answer is 
evident, and Mr. Faber knows it well. Because the proposition 
may be understood in two different senses, the one true, the 
other false ; and therefore St. Paschasius might maintain it in 
one sense, and Rabanus oppose it in the other ; and yet both 
entirely agree in a firm belief of Transubstantiation. 
_ Rabanus might oppose, as an error, the proposition that the 
body of Christ in the Eucharist is the very same which was 
born of the blessed Virgin, and died on the cross ; because in 
_ one sense it is an error, namely, if it be understood to mean that 
_ the body is" altogether the same as'to form, motion or action ; 
_ for the body of Christ is in the Eucharist invisible and impassible, 
_ partaking of the qualities of a spirit ; and so far it would be an 
- error to assert that it was the ‘same body. The person who 
Ε opposed this view of the question as an error, would maintain 
- that the body of Christ was not the same as to the mode ; 
_ Whereas the defender of the doctrine would affirm the body to 
_ be the same as to its substance : each would abound in his own 
sense, and each might adhere to his own view of the question : 
* RaBAn. De sacris ordinibus, ad Theotmar. Lib. vii. cap. x. 
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while both might perfectly agree in the firm belief of Transub- 
stantiation. 

The second point which Mr. Faber finds remarkable in the 
opposition of Rabanus, is that he speaks of some persons holding 
this erroneous opinion, from which Mr. Faber would infer that 
the error was not general. We have already seen that the error. 
did not in the least affect Transubstantiation, and we shall ere | 
long see, that in reality Rabanus by the word some alluded to’ 
those who held a strange opinion in the time of Charles the Bald, 
against whom Bertram also wrote: so that no proof can be 
gathered from this, that Transubstantiation was only held by 
some few “adventurous admirers of Paschase.” Mr. Faber’s: 
third remarkable matter is the expression lately, which does not 
clearly indicate the novelty of Transubstantiation as Mr. 
Faber contends it does, because as already shewn, Transub- 
stantiation is wholly out of the question, being totally distinet 
from either side of the question then under discussion. ᾧ 

Hitherto it has been proved that Rabanus did not oppose 
Transubstantiation, even admitting that he wrote against a certain” 
proposition of St. Paschasius; but it is much more likely that 
Rabanus was in reality censuring certain other persons, whom ἢ 
Bertram also opposed. ‘This matter has been already explained 
above,* in answer to an erroneous assertion respecting Bertram 


emperor Charles the Bald, who carried their belief to such an 
extravagant length, as to hold that there was no external veil or 
symbol, but that the senses actually perceived the body and 
blood. of Christ in the holy Eucharist. The emperor desired of — 
the Abbot Bertram, otherwise called Ratram of Corbie to furnish : 
him with the proper solution of this question; and from the 
work written by Bertram in consequence, Mr. Faber oll | 
indulges his patient reader with the appalling citation of more 
than four dull and obscure pages, which are to throw “ additional — 
“ς light upon this important controversy.’ I certainly shall not 

inflict upon my readers the penalty of wading through these 

tedious pages of an obscure writer, who, as Bossuet says, “ did © 

* See page 335. + Dift. of Rom. 2nd Edit. p. 345—Nofe. 
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not always understand himself.’* The quotation relates to 
two questions, the first of which has been already discussed in 
- the present work, in the place referred to above; the second 
_ alone appertains to the matter now under consideration. 

The first question which Bertram resolves, is whether there 
be any thing figurative or hidden in the Eucharist ; which in 
plain language means whether the accidents of bread and wine 
- yemain, to conceal the precious body and blood. For no earthly 
_ purpose that I can discover, Mr. Faber gives a long explanation 
_ by Bertram of the difference between reality and figure, which I 
am sure my readers will thank me for not quoting. But I must 
- remark that with all his superfluity of quotation, Mr. Faber has 
not here forgotten how convenient it is now and then to omit an 
awkward sentence, and fill it up with a dash, in which practice 
we have found him such an adept on other occasions. Thus in 
one place Bertram says: “That bread, which, through the 
«ὁ ministration of the priest, is made the body of Christ, shews 
“ one thing externally to the human senses, and speaks another 
“ thing internally to the minds of the faithful.” But after this 
Mr. Faber puts a dash, for the next words of Bertram would 
have shewn, too plainly for Mr. Faber’s purpose, that he did not 
deny the bread to be really and substantially made the body of 
Christ, but maintained that the symbols, considered as to their 
accidents, were only external figures of what they internally sig- 
_nified and concealed. These are Bertram’s very next words, 
which Mr. Faber has suppressed. ‘“ Externally indeed the form 
_ © of bread is exhibited the same as it was before, the colour is 
- “shewn, the taste is perceived. But internally something far 
“ different and much more precious, and much more excellent is 
_ “ signified ; because it is heavenly, because it is divine ; that is, 
' “the body of Christ is shewn, which is seen, received or eaten 
“not by the carnal senses, but by the aspect of the faithful 
_“mind.”+ He has another dash to exclude a similar passage 


- ae 
a Hist. of the Variations of the Protestant Churches, Part I. Book IV. 


ut The whole passage stands in the original thus :—“ Ile panis qui per 
i: Sacerdotis ministerium Christi Corpus efficitur, aliud exterius humanis 
sensibus ostendit, et aliud interius fidelium mentibus clamat. Exterius 
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relating to the outward accidents of the wine, which I shall 
supply, because it proves even more pointedly than the fore- 
going, that Bertram never taught that the substance of wine 
remained, “ For what is perceived superficially, but the sub- 
“ stance of wine? Taste, it tastes like wine ; smell, it smells 
“ like wine ; look in, the colour of wine is seen: but if you 
“consider internally, it is not now the liquor of wine, but the 
“¢ liquor of the blood of Christ that to the minds of believers is 
“ς discovered when they taste, and acknowledged when they see, 
“and proved when they smell.”* And he draws this explicit 
conclusion from both, which of course Mr. Faber has taken due 
care to dash out : “Therefore what appears outwardly is not 
“ the thing~itself, but the image of the thing : but what is per- 
“* ceived and understood by the mind, is the truth of the thing.”+ 
This exposure of Mr. Faber’s dishonest quotation may well 
suffice for the reader to conclude that the very words of Bertram 
properly cited are not opposed to Transubstantiation, but even 
strongly in its favour. Indeed his first question was not whether 
the Eucharist is figure or reality, but whether besides reality it 
is also figure. So much for the first and greater portion of Mr. 
αν δε present evidence from Bertram, with whom: “ Let us 
* now pass to the second question, and let us consider: whether 
“ the identical body, which was born from Mary and suffered and 
“ died and was buried, and which now sits at the right hand of 
“ the Father, is that, which in the Church is daily received by t { 
“ mouth of the faithful through the mystery of the sacraments— # 
“ς According to the substance of the creatures, what they were 


“before consecration, that also they are after it. Previous to 
4 


** quidem panis quod ante fuerat forma pretenditur, color ostenditur, sapor 
τι accipitur. Ast interius longe aliud multo pretiosius, multoque excellentius | 
**intimatur ; quia celeste, quia divinum; id est Christi Corpus ostenditur, 
‘quod non sensibus carnis, sed animi fidelis intuitu, vel aspicitur, vel 
“accipitur, vel comeditur.” | 
* Quid enim aliud in superficie, quam substantia vini conspicitur? Gusta, 
vinum sapit ; odora, vinum redolet ; inspice, vini color intuetur: at interius 
si consideres, j jam non liquor vini, ‘sed liquor sanguinis Christi credentium 
mentibus, et sapit dum gustatur, et agnoscitur dum conspicitur, et probatur 
dum odoratur. 
+ Exterius igitur quod apparet, non est ipsa res, sed imago rei: mente 
vero quod sentitur et intelligitur, veritas rei. 
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“ consecration they were bread and wine; and, in that same 
“ appearance, when consecrated, they were seen still to remain— 
“ Nothing is here transacted corporeally: but it must be 
“ spiritually apprehended. It is the body of Christ, but not 
“ὁ corporeally: it is the blood of Christ, yet not corporeally 
“ The body, which Christ received from the Virgin Mary, which 
suffered, which was buried, which rose again, was a real body ; 
“ the same which remained visible and palpable: but the body, 
“ which is called the mystery of God, is not corporeal, but 
“ spiritual— Spiritual flesh which is received by the mouth of 
“ the faithful, and spiritual blood which is daily given to be 
“ drunk by the faithful, differ from the flesh which was crucified 
“ and from the blood which was shed by the lance of the soldier. 
“ Therefore they are not the same—” 

Though Bertram here takes the opposite side to St. Paschasius, 
on a question which after all did not in reality affect Transub- 
stantiation, yet let it not be imagined that he was writing against 
him. He was combating certain persons who maintained that 
there was no veil or figure in the Eucharist, but that the body of 
Christ was there visible. Therefore he distinguishes between 
_ the natural body of Christ, and his body in that spiritualized 
state in which it is present in the blessed Sacrament; the one 
he says was visible and palpable, but the other is spiritual, and 
as these two modes of the existence of Christ’s body differ, so 
his body may in this view be said to be not the same in the 
Eucharist, that is, not in the same state and mode of existence. 
This may well suffice to explain how Bertram and St. Paschasius 
held opposite opinions on the same question of the identity of 
Christ’s body, while they perfectly agreed in believing the true, 
real and substantial presence of his sacred body and blood in the 
adorable Sacrament. It would be only a waste of time and 
Space to copy the rest of Mr. Faber’s quotation. It merely 
asserts what no Catholic denies, that the Eucharistic symbols 
are pledges or images of the body and blood of Christ, still with 
reference to the main point which the author had to consider, 
whether the outward species were veils concealing the reality. 
Nor need I follow Mr. Faber through his mistaken attempt in a 
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Note, to prove that Transubstantiation makes the Eucharist no 
sacrament, because forsooth the elements having been transub- 
stantiated, have ceased to be a figure. For it would be vain to 
contend with a man who cannot, or rather will not understand 
after all that has been adduced, that the circumstance of the 
symbols retaining their appearance and sensible properties 
suffices to constitute them outward, visible and sacramental 
signs of the precious body and blood, contained and concealed 
under them. The Note alluded to, contains another remark, in 
wisdom on a parallel with the foregoing. . 

Mr. Faber, with arrogance rarely equalled, claims superior 
wisdom to the venerable Fathers of the second Council of Nice, 
and accuses them of “ equal ignorance and folly” for having for- 
having forbidden the word image to be applied to the holy 
Eucharist, “on the strange blundering plea that it had been so” 
“employed by no one of the ancients. Yet, as we learn from 
“ Bertram, this identical word image actually continued, about 
“the year 860, still to be used in the old post-communion | 
prayer of the Latin Church.” 4 

This matter has been copiously discussed in the present 
Chapter.* Therefore I shall only here briefly repeat the con- 
clusion already proved, that the second Council of Nice, in 787, 
condemned the word image as applied to the Eucharist, in the 
sense of a bare empty image, not containing the reality of what ᾿ 
it represented, in which sense it certainly never was applied te ᾿ 
the blessed Sacrament by any of the ancients. Thus the “ ienl 
“rance and folly,’ and the “strange blundering plea’ A 
return to him who is best entitled to them. If Mr. Faber had 
less of either, he would not have recorded, as something won- 
derful that “this identical word image actually continued, about 
“the year 860, still to be used;” for he ought to have known 
that it actually continues in use at the present day; ei would 
he have talked of “the old post-communion prayer,” as if the 
church used always one and the same, when he should know 
that the post-communions differ every day. ἡ 

Mr. Faber is however sufficiently proud of his “ now adduced 

* See above, page 328. fi 
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“ mass of evidence,” and wonders how Bossuet, whom, he says, 
he can scarcely believe ignorant of its existence, could assert as 
a decisive proof of the apostolicity of Transubstantiation, that it 
spread over both East and West, entering into all minds together 
with the words of our Lord, without ever causing any disturbance, 
while its believers were never noted by the Church as innovators.* 
Alas for the conceited Rector of Long Newton! The /ittle finger 
of Bossuet is thicker than the back of this poor pretender to 
theology.+ Bossuet was not a man to mistake the language or 
the creed of our forefathers; nor to form false conclusions from 
hasty unproved premises. He had studied antiquity to better 
purpose, than to infer that St. Paschasius Radbert propounded 
any new doctrine, not taught and believed universally in his 
time. He knew that the book of St. Paschasius gave offence to 
no one; that no one certainly for the space of thirty years wrote 
a line against it; and that the author was never publicly opposed 
or censured. Bossuet had studied antiquity to better purpose 
than to conclude, that Rabanus Maurus ever wrote against St. 
Paschasius: he knew on the contrary that Rabanus did not 
write at all on the subject till after the death of that holy author, 
and that those whom he condemned were only the same whom 
‘the Saint himself had previously condemned. Bossuet was well 
aware that the book of Bertram or Ratram or John Scotus, for 
there is good reason to believe it the production of the latter, 
was not directed against St. Paschasius, though it took the 
‘opposite side to him in a question which might be taken in 
different senses without prejudice to faith. And finally Bossuet 
‘was warranted in concluding that the book of St. Paschasius 
remained untouched, both during his life and after his death ; 
_ and that “ Catholic doctors, agreeing in the main, disputed about 
_ “the manner; some following the expressions of Paschasius 
_ © Radbert, who would have the Eucharist to contain the same 
“ body that came from the Virgin: others adhering to those of 
gimme who maintained that it was not the same.” ἢ 


᾿ς * See Bossuet’s Hist. des Variations des Eglises oe P. i. Liv, ii. 
36. + 3 Kings. (ΟἿ. xii. v. 1 

1 Hist. of the Variations of the Ptelane Churches, Part I. Book IV. § 32. 
English Translation. Antwerp, 1742. 
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Bossuet was fully master of all these conclusions, which even 
these our pages have proved undeniably. But Mr. Faber finally 
displays his theological acumen in the following intelligent 
query: “If the difference consisted only in the mode of 
“ expression, as the jesuitism of Bossuet would persuade us, why 
“did the infallible Tridentine Fathers place the work of our 
“zealous Transubstantialist Bertam in their list of prohibited 
“ books?” I answer, assuredly not for what he wrote on the 
opposite side to St. Paschasius, on the question which we have 
considered; but, as Bossuet told Mr. Faber in the very place 
whence he has quoted him, because on some other questions 
relating to the Eucharist he “had not dived sufficiently into the 
“matter, and without differing at the bottom from other 
““ Catholics, ran sometimes into obscure expressions, and which 
“it was no easy matter to reconcile.” As Mr. Faber carefully 
informs us that he has perused the entire work of Bertram, he 
must have seen a great deal of matter, ambiguous, very obscure, 
and very likely to mislead the faithful without careful explanation, 
to say nothing of his making it necessary to believe firmly as an 
article of faith, that Christ made the manna and the water of the 
rock to become his own body and blood, as truly as he now 
changes the bread and wine; and therefore I leave him to make 
out what he can of the “ celebrated Treatise” of Bertam, whom 
he calls “that very able writer,” and “the excellent and admirable 
“ Bertram,” who, Bossuet says, “did not always understand 
himself.” He will make out nothing from Bertram against 
Transubstantiation ; and that sufficies for our purpose. Τ 

The next time that Mr. Faber feels disposed to assert that St. 
Paschasius Radbert first propounded the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation, hitherto unknown in the West, he will do well to 
look into the Epistles of our truly renowned countryman Alcuin 
or Albinus, who flourished in the century before St. Paschasius, 
and he will find the following positive words, which I defy all 
his perverse trickery to distort : “ Do not, I beseech you, forget 
“ in your holy prayers the name of your friend Albinus ; but 
“ lay it up in some treasury of your memory, and bring it forth 
“ at that favourable time, when you shall consecrate the bread 
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“ and wine into the substance of the body and blood of Christ.”* 
Here will be no room for evasive shuffling: Mr. Faber must 
inform us satisfactorily how a renowned doctor like Alcuin could 


write such language as this, if Transubstantiation had not been 


the belief of the Church long before the days of St. Paschasius 
Radbert. 


Tue Evcuwarist As A SaAcrRiIFiceE.—ALLEGED EviIpDENCE 
AGAINST THE MASS REFUTED. 


_ We are now arrived at Section V. of Mr. Faber’s Chapter of 
asserted evidence against Transubstantiation ; which Section 
professes to supply proof of the novelty of this doctrine, from 
the incongruous retention of the term unbloody sacrifice. If Mr. 
Faber’s sophistry is not the most ingenious, it is most. amusing 
by its very absurdity, and by the very impudence with which he 
seizes the materials for constructing his baseless fabric. The 
Section before us displays a rich specimen. He first without a 
grain of proof, solemnly determines in what sense the phrase 
unbloody sacrifice was used in the earliest ages, then convicts us 
of course of having departed from the faith of those ages, and 
finally brings us in consummate blockheads, for not having had 
even a faint scintillation of wit to manage our change of faith 
with consistency, but for stupidly retaining a phrase, which he 
pronounces “ palpably inconsistent” with Transubstantiation. 
How any man could hope to hobble through an argument upon 
such crazy crutches as these, is hard to understand; but how 
any man claiming common honour in controversial warfare could 
thus attempt to blind a confiding reader, is utterly imcom- 


-_prehensible. 
_- The Council of Trent decreed, that in the Mass Christ is 
‘immolated in an unbloody manner, whereas on the altar of the 


| 


| 


_* Ne, queso, obliviscaris in tuis sanctis orationibus nomen amici tui 
Albini ; sed in aliquo memorize gazophylacio manda illud et profer eo 
tempore opportuno, quo panem et vinum in substantiam corporis et san- 
ει Christi consecraveris —ALCUINI aliter Fuacct ALBINI Epist. ad 

linum Aquileiens. Patriarcham. 


384 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. IV. 


cross he offered himself in a bloody manner. Such language 
our valiant expositor pronounces palpably inconsistent with the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation. The reader will justly expect 
that even so profound a divine as this Bachelor of Divinity, 
must have some very palpable and convincing reason for daring 
to stake his theological credit against the solemn decree of 
so many learned bishops. What then will be thought of 
the following portentous argument? “ For ...... the wine 
“having been transubstantiated into literal material blood, 
“most undoubtedly, by the same hypothesis, literal material 
“blood cannot but form a part of the sacrifice.” This is 
the mouse that creeps out of the groaning mountain! A 
laboured proof of what needed no proof at all; and a con- 
clusion, like that in Rasselas, in which nothing is concluded, 
Has Mr. Faber the stolidity to imagine that any reason- 
able mind can let pass such shuffling? He had to prove that 
the phrase unbloody sacrifice was palpably inconsistent with 
Transubstantiation. And he proceeds gravely to demonstrate 
that real material blood forms a part of the sacrifice of the Mass! 
What Council or what Catholic ever doubted or denied that the 
true blood of Jesus Christ our Lord and Saviour is offered in the 
Mass? The question was not what was offered, but in what 
manner it was offered. The Council speaks of Christ being 
immolated in an unbloody manner ; by which the Fathers meant 
not by effusion or separation of his blood from his body, as too! Ky 
place once upon the cross: for Christ is now immortal and 
impassible. He ought to have known, and must have known 
the sense in which the Catholic Church has always employe d., 
this expression. He must have known our belief that the 
Mass is an wnbloody sacrifice for this reason, that although 
the effusion of our Redeemer’s blood is represented by the 
separate consecration of the wine, yet there is only a mys- 
tical, and not a real separation or effusion of the sacred 
blood. But this does not hinder us from firmly believing 
the sacred blood to be materially present and materially 
offered. Nor does this belief render our retention of the phrase 
unbloody at all inconsistent with the doctrine of Transub- 
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_ stantiation. A bloody sacrifice is one where the victim is killed, 


and its blood poured out: but Christ died once, and can be slain 


no more: therefore though we offer his real blood, our sacrifice 
_ is rightly styled wnbdloody. ? 


“ Hence we gather,” says Mr. Faber, as if his argument had 
been most luminous, “ that the doctrine of Transubstantiation is 


a self-convicted novelty.” Whence are we to gather this 
_ strange conclusion? From his having stated, forsooth, in an 
- earlier stage of the present discussion, that the only sacrifice of 
the primitive Church was the spiritual sacrifice of praise and 


thanksgiving, and the material oblation of the bread and wine 


_ before consecration. Therefore Mr. Faber would pretend that 


the primitive sacrifices were wnbloody, because no blood was 
offered ; and that as we profess to offer our Saviour’s real blood, 
we are palpably inconsistent in retaining the phrase undloody 
sacrifice. But this is built upon a false and foolish assumption, 
I am well aware that Mr. Faber stated these things, but he did 
not prove them ; and the reader is also aware by this time that 
his statement was entirely unfounded. 

The authority of the Protestant Dr. Grabe has been often 
adduced in support of the clear fact of the apostolicity of the 
Eucharistic sacrifice. I have already quoted it, at page 277, 
Mr. Faber, in a Note, here endeavours to escape from this 
troublesome witness, by asserting that Dr. Grabe refers only to 


_ the notion of the Eucharist being a spiritual sacrifice of thanks- 


giving, and a material oblation of bread and wine defore and in 
order to consecration. “ No other sacrifice,’ he adds, “ except 


_ “ these, did the primitive Christians of the age of Justin and 
_ “ Trenéus acknowledge, in the sacrament of the Evcharist : and 
“to no other sacrifice, except these, does Dr. Grabe refer.” 
_ Here is, I fear, a wilful misrepresentation ; for Dr. Grabe 


expressly refers to the oblation after consecration, in these 


- words : “ It is certain that Ireneeus, and all the Fathers whose 
_ “ writings we have, whether coeval with the Apostles, or imme- 


“diately succeeding them, held the holy Eucharist to be a 

“sacrifice of the New Law, and offered the bread and wine as 

“sacred gifts upon the altar to God the Father ; before conse- 
3B 
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“ὁ cration indeed as the first fruits of created things, in acknow- 
‘“‘ ledgment of his supreme dominion over all things ; but after 
** consecration, as the mystical body and blood of Christ, to 
“ represent the bloody oblation of his personal body and blood 
“upon the cross, and to obtain the benefits of his death for 
““ whom it might be offered.”’* How with these known words 
of Grabe before him, could Mr. Faber assert that the Doctor 
refers to no other sacrifice but the oblation of bread and wine 
before consecration? Only upon that practical principle of 
_misrepresentation, which forms so prominent a feature of his 
controversial tactics. 

I am aware, however, that Dr. Grabe did not admit the sacri- 
fice of the true and substantial body and blood of Christ in the 
Mass, in the full sense of the Catholic Church ; but he had at 
least the candour to admit the fact, that primitive antiquity 
believed the sacrifice to be of Christ’s mystical body and blood 
after consecration, representing the bloody sacrifice of the cross, 
and impetratory of the benefits of our Saviour’s death. If from 
these established facts, he drew the false conclusion, that after 
all, Christ’s body and blood were only mystically, and not really 
present, Dr. Grabe did but imitate the inconsistency of too 
many others of our separated brethren. With this we have 
little concern at present: our precise point being sufficiently 
established, that Dr. Grabe admitted the Eucharist to have been. 
considered a sacrifice after consecration, by the primitive 
Church, even from the days of the Apostles. 4 

Still Mr. Faber contends that St. Irenzeus, upon whom the. 
statement of Grabe is but an annotation, did not hold the 
Eucharist to be a sacrifice after consecration ; and pretends | 
with simpering affectation, that if there be any idiale that the 
early Christians did so consider it, he can only wy that he has 
“ unintentionally, not dishonestly, overlooked it.” Evidence 
has been shewn him abundantly from the earliest ages; but it is 
useless to accumulate authorities before a man, who has so many 
discreditable artifices to pervert their meaning. The testimonies 
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of St. Clement of Rome, St. Justin, St. Irenzeus, Tertullian, St. 
Hippolytus and St. Cyprian, have all been placed before him, all 


_ testifying against his false notions of the great Eucharistic 


sacrifice : and will he make any one believe that he has not dis- 


honestly overlooked them, or misrepresented their meaning ? 


In the First Section of this Chapter, I have carefully proved the 


testimony of every one of these witnesses, in favour of the true 
body and blood of our Lord being offered as a material sacrifice 
after consecration, adding to them the splendid additional testi- 
mony of St. Cyril of Jerusalem.* I shall not, therefore, weary 
the reader with a repetition of any more than the conclusion 


᾿ς firmly established, that the Eucharist was ever considered a real 
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material sacrifice of Christ’s precious body and blood. 

This being the truth, it was yet not at all inconsistent with 
the belief of the primitive Christians to call the Mass an unbloody 
sacrifice ; because, as already explained, though blood was really 
present and offered, it was not shed, or poured out from Christ’s 
body, or dead and separated, or even visible like the blood 
of other victims ;—it was the blood once shed, but again united 
to the body of Christ; once dead and separated, but now 
living and united to Christ’s living body, immortal and impassible ; 


once visible, but now not perceptible to the senses, and therefore 


rendering the sacrifice unbloody. Mr. Faber need not therefore 
take the pains to cite Eusebius, St. Hilary and St. Chrysostom, 
who all speak of the Mass as an wnbloody sacrifice: for he may 
be well assured that the Catholic Church could always apply that 
expression, without prejudice to her firm belief in a real, material 
sacrifice of the body and blood after consecration. 

_ Mr. Faber however, continuing his very false reasoning and 


__yery shameless assumption of what he never could prove, goes 


on to assert that though in the fourth and fifth ages, it became 


ἃ fashionable. speculation to esteem the Eucharist after conse- 


cration “in some sort a sacrifice,’ as being a “ symbolical 
“ sacrifice of commemoration” justly called undbloody, because 
“not a literal piacular sacrifice,” but one only figurative; still 
the mode in which they explained it, and the epithet undloody 


* See above Section I. page 276 to 282. 
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which they applied to it alike demonstrate that they knew 
nothing of Transubstantiation. ) 

Thus this brazen sophist goes on reaping what he has never 
sown. With little regard to the dignity of theological language, 
he calls that a fashionable speculation of the fourth century, 
which we have proved to his face to have been the belief of every 
age from the Apostles, that the Mass was a real material sacrifice, 
though justly styled wnbloody; and not less real, for being 
symbolical and representative. He repeats his former assertion, 
that the sacrifice was not literal and piacular; though, as shewn 
in our first section, such an idea is contrary both to Scripta 
and the Fathers, and is even flatly contradicted by St. Cyril, the 
very first whom he quotes for his present fashionable speculation. 
For the same St. Cyril says: “ We offer Christ slain for our 
“ὁ sins,” and he calls the Eucharistic sacrifice “a victim of propiti- 
“ ation.”* As to his quotations here from St. Cyril of Jerusalem, 
St. Gregory Nazianzen, St. Cyril of Alexandria, St. Ambrose, 
St. Augustin, and finally of the author whom he calls “ that 
“ decided antitransubstantialist Bertram of Corby,” I shall 
assuredly not load my pages with any special notice of them, as 
in truth they present no difficulty not already amply explained 
in the preceding pages. They speak of the Eucharist as 
an wnbloody sacrifice, but none of them deny that in it was 
offered Christ’s true and substantial blood. They call it an 
image and a shadow, a similitude, a memorial, a mystery ; bt t 
they do not say that it is only these,and not at the same time ne 
real oblation of Christ’s body and blood substantially present: 
they no more exclude a substantial presence and real sacrifice 
by the above expressions, than we ourselves, who at the present 
day do not hesitate to speak the same language notwithstand- 
ing our well known belief in Transubstantiation. mi 

“ It is worthy of our especial observation,” says Mr. Faber, 
that this same doctrine of the Mass being an unbloody sacrifice 
because it is a “ memorial and representation of the one only true 
“ sacrifice of the cross, shewed itself under the sanction of ἃ 
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great Latin theologian, even so late as the middle of the 
_ © twelfth century.” He then quotes the following passage from 
the venerable Master of the Sentences, Peter Lombard: “ Can 
“ὁ that which the priest transacts, be rightly called a sacrifice or 
“ immolation: and is Christ daily sacrificed, or was he only once 
“ sacrificed ?—That, which is offered and consecrated by the 
priest, is called a sacrifice and oblation, because it is the 
memorial and representation of the true sacrifice and holy 
“immolation accomplished upon the altar of the cross. And 
Christ died once upon the cross, and was there in himself 
“ sacrificed : but he is daily sacrificed in a sacrament ; because, 
“ in the sacrament, a commemoration is made of that which was 
“ done only once.’”* 

The most charitable supposition I can here make for Mr. 
Faber, is that he never read the Master of the Sentences, not 
even in the place from which he takes the quotation, apparently 
second-hand from Usher. For so far from the venerable Master 
teaching that the Mass is a bare representative ‘memorial, and 
not a real sacrifice, he expressly lays down the contrary in the 
_ very place referred to. For quoting St. Ambrose, he says : 
_ © Ambrose also: In Christ was once offered a victim potent to 
“ effect our salvation, what then do we do? Do we not offer 
“ every day ? Although we offer every day, it is done in remem- 
“ brance of his death: and it is one victim, not many. How 
“one and not many? Because Christ was immolated once. 
“ But this sacrifice is the pattern of that: the same thing and 
“ always the same is offered, wherefore this is the same sacrifice, 
“or else it will be said, because it is offered in many places, 
_ “there are many Christs: not so, but Christ is every where 
“one : existing fully here and fully there ; as what is every 
_ “where offered is one body, so also is it one sacrifice. Christ 
_ © offered the victim, we now offer the same : but what we per- 
E « form, i is the remembrance of the sacrifice........ From these 
; ‘things we collect that what is acted upon the altar is, and is 
“ called 8 ν΄ sacrifice : and that Christ was once offered and is 


ae LompBarp. Sentent, Lib. IV. distinct 12, apud Usser. de Success. 
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“ daily offered : but then in one manner, and now in another 
“¢ manner.’’* | ἢ 

Thus the great Master of Theology in reality teaches what has 
ever been the doctrine of the Catholic Church, and certainly not 
what Mr. Faber would palm upon him. He teaches that the 
Mass is a true, real sacrifice, in which Christ is fully present, 
that it is one and the same with the sacrifice of the cross ; of 
which indeed it is a remembrance, because Christ in the Mass 
does not really die, but his death is only represented in a mys-_ 
tical manner ; still that, in the Mass, Christ is daily offered, 
though in another manner ; exactly what we mean, when we sa 
that Christ on the cross was offered in a bloody manner, but 15. 
offered in the Mass in an unbloody manner. Hence we are full 7 ; 
justified in believing that Transubstantiation is effected in the 
Mass, and, though the blood of Christ is really offered, in still 
calling it an wnbloody sacrifice. Ὲ 

The conclusion therefore is fully proved against Mr. Faber, 
that the word wnbloody applied to the sacrifice of the Mass is 
not, as he pompously enacts, stamped with “‘ the character of 
“utter absurdity and hopeless incongruity ;’—that this holy 
sacrifice is not, as he pretends, a “‘ mere imitative and shadowy 
“ sacrifice” in which “ no blood was either shed or present ;’— 
but that these holy and tremendous mysteries are justly and 
rightly styled an unbloody sacrifice, because they are a true” 
sacrifice of the substantial body and blood of Christ really 
present, but not actually separated by any effusion of Christ’s 
precious blood from his body, which once took place upon the 


the dead, cannot now die nor suffer any more. 


* Item Ambrosius : In Christo semel oblata est hostia ad salutem potens, 
quid ergo noes? Nonne per singulos dies offerimus? Etsi quutidie 
offeramus, ad recordationem ejus mortis fit : et una est hostia, non multe. 
Quomodo una, et non multz? Quia semel immolatus est Christus. VC 
autem sacrificium exemplum est illius idipsum, et semper idipsum offe 
proinde hoc idem est sacrificium, alioquin dicetur, quoniam in multis locis ” 
offertur, multi sunt Christi: Non, sed unus ubigue est Christus: et hic — 
plenus existens, et illic plenus: sicut quod ubique offertur, unum est co Ξ 
ita et unum sacrificium. Christus hostiam obtulit : ipsam offerimus et 
nunc : sed quod nos agimus, recordatio est sacrificii ...... Ex his colligitur © 
esse sacrificium et dici quod agitur in altari: et Christum semel oblatum et ~ 
quotidie offerri: sed aliter tunc, aliter nunc—PrtTri LomBarpi. Sentent. 
Lib. IV. Distinct. XII. G.—Moguntie, 1632. 
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DISCIPLINE OF THE SECRET. 


So pass we on to Section VI. of Mr. Faber’s work, which 
treats the interesting question of the Disciplina Arcani or 
Discipline of the Secret in the primitive Church. Hitherto the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation has been fearlessly taken forward 
in these pages, and solidly proved to have been believed from 
the earliest times from the evidence of the primitive Fathers. 
This evidence has been shewn of itself sufficient and satisfactory. 
But if it should be contended that, after all, the early writers do 
not speak out upon the subject so plainly as later authorities, a 
solid reason can be given for their frequent guarded obscurity. 
This reason’ is legitimately drawn from the fact, that the first 
Christians studiously concealed the mysteries, and very par- 
ticularly the Eucharist, from the Catechumens, and all those not 
actually in the communion of the Church. This is what is 
understood by the Discipline of the Secret : and it will be found 
a remarkable additional proof of the true Catholic doctrine of the 
real presence and Transubstantiation. 

For in the first place, if the early Christians had believed, like 
‘Mr. Faber, that the Eucharist was merely commemorative, what 
inconvenience could have resulted from the catechumens knowing 
and witnessing how the faithful represented the last supper of their 
loving Master? If they had believed that the bread and wine 
after consecration were still bread and wine, though become 
holy signs and figures of Christ’s body and blood, surely there 
‘was nothing in such a belief but what the catechumens or even 
pagans might have been admitted to hear, and nothing that they 
would have been tempted to deride. 

_ Secondly, if in the celebration of the Eucharist, nothing was 
offered or received but bread and wine as a representative 
oblation, why should the catechumens be rigorously excluded, 
and why were these things transacted with closed doors ? 

Thirdly, if they had believed the Eucharist to be only bread 
and wine, whence came that common calumny every where 
‘spread against the Christians, that in their secret assemblies, 
they eat the flesh and blood of a murdered infant? This hor- 
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rible idea of the Pagans could only have arisen from their having 
heard some obscure hints of the faithful eating the sacred flesh, 
and drinking the precious blood of Christ our Lord. 

Fourthly, if the Christians had believed that they did not 
really receive the true body and blood of the Lord, how easy 
would it have been for their apologists to refute the atrocious 
calumnies of the Jews and Pagans, by telling them at once that 
they did not offer or receive flesh and blood, but only bread and. 
wine, as memorials of their divine Master? But we do not find 
that any of the Christian apologists employed this simple and. 
obvious mode of refutation, for fear of revealing the divine 
mysteries to the profane; but they argued from the known: 
piety and virtuous lives of the Christians, that it was impossible: 
for such men to perpetrate crimes at which nature shudders. _ 

Fifthly, on a similar principle, when the martyrs were tortured, 
to extract from them an acknowledgment that infanticide andl 
other horrors were perpetrated in their assemblies, if they had! 
not believed in the real presence, they might at once have cleared! 
themselves and their doctrine, by declaring that they only eat 
bread and wine as figures and commemorative signs of their 
divine Master. But instead of this, they cautiously contented) 
themselves with protesting that no wickedness was committal 
among them, and that they abhorred all crimes. 

All these considerations powerfully confirm the Catholie 
doctrine, from the observance of the Discipline of the Secret! 
These things cannot be understood or explained, but in accord- 
ance with that primitive and uniform belief of God’s holy Chur i 
that the Eucharist is a mystery tremendous, wonderful anc 
adorable; in which Christ is truly and substantially present, bu 
in which he is not seen but by the enlightened eye of faith; anc 
therefore not to be made known to those who are uninstructec 
or unworthy. Thus we are furnished with valuable collateré 
-evidence in addition to the more direct and positive testimonie 
already adduced. I deny, and our preceding researches warrant” 
the denial, that there was any “ glaring want of early evidence,’ 
though Mr. Faber puts this forth as an indisputable fact; but 
the proof from the Discipline νὰν the Secret is an additiona 
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/ evidence which Mr. Faber has felt to be so important, that he has 
spared no artifice to attempt to undermine it. 
He first endeavours to elude the direct force of our argument, 
_ by asserting that “the doctrine of the Eucharist, though doubtless 
© one of the secrets of the old mysteries, was neither the only 
_ secret nor even the principal secret. The grand arcanum was 
the doctrine of the Trinity,.... the subordinate arcana were 
all the dependent and distinguishing doctrines of the Gospel.” 
There have been learned Protestants however, candid enough to 
own that the Eucharist did form a principal and very important 
part of the secret mysteries. Thus wrote the noted Thomas 
Emlyn, at the end of the seventeenth century, a man not likely 
0 have borrowed his ideas from Emmanuel Schelestrate, whose 
dissertation in 1684, Mr. Faber considers to have taken the lead 
in the precise question before us. Emlyn says: “I see no 
* reason why the ancient Christians should represent this supper 
© as such a mystic business, and make such a secret of it to the 
© catechumens, as if some mighty, abstruse mysteries were 
 “wrapt up in τ. Emlyn could not deny the fact, but 
endeavoured to escape from its consequences: Mr. Faber not 
knowing how to escape these, boldly hazards a denial of the fact. 
Let them alone: they are blind, and leaders of the blind.t 
_ Mr. Faber insists upon the doctrine of the adorable Trinity 
having been the grand, principal secret of the Mysteries. 
Unquestionably, from its fundamental importance, it was so ; 
the proposition has never been denied. All that we contend for, 
is that the Eucharist was also one very important and principal 
point of the secret; and from its having been such, we infer 
the necessary belief of Transubstantiation, as already shewn. 
_ Mr. Faber proceeds to ask, how it happened that the grand 
secret of the Trinity was repeatedly committed to writing, and 
 €yen unreservedly stated in public Apologies, such as those of 
St. Justin in 140, and of Athenagoras in 170. But presently 
after he very cleverly answers his own query, in these words : 
“The doctrine of the Trinity was the grand secret of the 
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“ Mysteries : and yet, when it was thought beneficial to the 
“ Church, that, for the purpose of disarming the political jealousy — 

“of Roman Paganism, this tenet should be fairly and openly — 

“ stated ; Justin and Athenagoras, standing forth avowedly as 
“her spokesmen, make not the slightest scruple of clearly 
“ stating that grand doctrine, in the face of the whole world, — 

“ both Heathen and Judaic and Christian.” This accounts very — A 
fairly for these exceptions to the general rule of secrecy: the 4 
urgency of the circumstances justified the occasional departure, 
from a law otherwise rigidly observed, by the Christian apologists. bs | 
But nothing can be justly inferred against the general discipline, ὦ 
from these extraordinary disclosures. Nor can any argument be _ 
built upon the passages collected from the early Fathers, in ᾿ 
proof of the blessed Trinity; for in the foregoing pages of {πθ΄ 


primitive witnesses of the doctrine of Transubstantiation ; and ἡ 
therefore, as certain circumstances occasionally led the early Ὶ 
Fathers to commit the one secret to writing, there arose, no doubt, — . 
others to justify their sometimes writing of the blessed Trinity. — 
But Mr. Faber himself perceived that this line of argument — ~ 
would soon entangle him in a strange perplexity. For {88 
objection would at once occur, that if the Trinity was thus — 
disclosed, how could it be, as he has asserted, “an acknowledged — 
“ Facr, that the palmary secret of the mysteries was the doctrine 
“ of the Trinity ?’—So to escape this awkward net, he goes very 
near to a total denial of the existence of the discipline of the 
secret altogether, though he has seen such plain and numerous 
evidences of its rigorous observance. “ In fact,’ says he “the 
“secrets of these mysteries were rather nominal than real: for 
“their gradual communication was rather a point of mere — 
“: catechetical discipline, than any attempt to confine them toa 
“ few select master-minds.” This is a strange shuffling attempt — 
to obscure the whole question: but we must analyse this, and 
see what it really means. I am not aware that any writer ever 
supposed that there was a wish in the early times to confine the 
knowledge of the mysteries to a few select master-minds, like the 
mysteries of Paganism, known only tothe priests and philosophers. 
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It is well known, and Mr. Faber throwing all consistency aside, 
actually says it in his next sentence, that the mysteries were 
_ freely communicated to ALL who were to be received into the 
Catholic Church. He is not quite correct; for only those who 
were actually baptized were instructed in the mysteries of the 
sacraments. However the matter is clear, even by his own 
admission, that all Christians were allowed to know the secrets 
of the mysteries: therefore what he says about the attempt to 
confine them to a few superior minds is worse than superfluous, 
and seems only said to make some shew of argument to help 
him out of a troublesome dilemma. . 

He well knew that the real object of the secret discipline was 
to protect what was most sacred from the profane gaze and 
unhallowed scoffing of the Pagan, and the Jew, and not to 
communicate it hastily to the weak mind of the uninitiated 
eatechumen. How then could he for shame assert that the secret 
was rather nominal than real, which being interpreted into plain 
language, must mean that there was really no such discipline ? 
He made this assertion to account for the disclosure of the 
Trinity, that he might not be compelled to admit that the secret 
also regarded the Eucharist; but he has made it in flat deliberate 
contradiction to the most positive evidence. He knew that the 
Fathers inculcated the greatest reverence to the sacred mysteries, 
and that they most studiously concealed them, not with a nominal, 
but a real carefulness. He knew that Tertullian says: “ To all 
“ the mysteries the faith of silence is due :’*that St. Basil writes: 
“ For they (the Fathers) had well learned that reverence for the 
“mysteries is maintained by silence:’+ that St. Augustin 
declares: “ We have paid to things so holy and divine the 
“honour of silence :”t{ that St. Cyril of Jerusalem says: “ We 
“do not speak openly of the mysteries before the catechumens, 
“but we often say many things in covered terms; that the 
“ faithful who know, may understand, and that they who know 


ce Omnibus mysteriis silentii fides debetur. TERTULL. Apolog. Cap. 7. 
Καλῶς ἐχῶνο δεδιδαγμένοι, τὴν μυςηρίων τὸ σεμνὸν σιωπὴ διασω- 
ete, —S. Basin. Lib. de Spir. Sancto. Cap. 27. 
t Adhibuimus tam sanctis rebus atque divinis honorem silentii. S, Au. + 
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“ not, may not suffer any detriment.”* Mr. Faber must have 
known that the Meletians were severely censured by the Synod 

of Alexandria for discoursing of the mysteries, not only before 
eatechumens, but even before Pagans. These are the words of 
the holy Fathers assembled in that Synod, in 340: “ Nor are 
“they (the Meletians) ashamed thus to proclaim the mysteries | 

“ before the catechumens, and what is worse, before the Pagans. 
“We ought, as it is written, to keep the beautiful mystery of 
“the king secret: and as the Lord commanded, give not holy 
“ things to dogs, and cast not pearls before swine: for it is not 
“proper to proclaim the mysteries to the uninitiated, lest the 
“ Pagans not knowing should deride, but the catechumens 
“ becoming inquisitive should be scandalized.”+ How, with full 
knowledge of these things, could Mr. Faber pretend that the 
secrets of the Mysteries were rather nominal than real? When 
people have no real secrets, they do not shut their doors, and 
purposely exclude strangers. But Mr. Faber well knows that 
the catechumens of every degree were excluded before the 
celebration of the Eucharistic mysteries properly began: “ We 
“celebrate the Mysteries with closed doors,” says St. Chry- 
sostom, “ and we exclude the uninitiated, not that we discover 
“9 any infirmity in the Mysteries, but that many are too weak to 
“ be partakers of them.” 1 4 


* Oud τὰ περὶ τῶν uuseploy ἔπι κατηχουμένων λευκῶς λαλᾶ μεν" 
ἀλλο σολλὲὶ πολλάκις λέγομεν ἐπικεκαλυμένως, ἵνα οἱ εἰδοτες πίςο ᾿ 
νοῆσωσι; καί οἱ μὴ εἰδότες μὴ βλαξῶσι.---ϑ. ΟὙπκῖι,, Heros. Catech. vi. 
ὃ xxix. dl 

+ Οὐκ ὠισχυνόνται τᾶυτα ἐπὶ Κατηχουμένων, καὶ, Toys χείρισον». 
ἐπὶ Ἑλλήνων τραγῳδοῦντες τὸ μυςήρια. Δέον ὡς γὲγρααῇαι μυςήριον. 
βασιλέως καλὸν κρυπῆειν" καὶ ὡς ὃ κυρ παρήγειλε. μὴ δῶτε τὰ ἅγια, 
τοῖς κυσὶ, μηδὲ βάλητε τους μαργαρίτας ἔμπροσθεν Toy χοίρων. ‘Ou 
χρή yap τὼ μυςήρια; ἐμυήτοις τραγῳϑεὶν, Ἷ ἵνα μὴ Ἑλληνες μὲν LYVORD= 
τές YLAwsl, Κατηχουμένοι δὲ περίερχοι γενόμενοι, σκανδαλίζωνται.--- 
Episte Synod. Alexand. iin Apologia tt. 8. Athanasit. 

i Kat γὸρ Ta pusiipea. Sid τῦτο Tas ϑύρας κλείσαντες ἐπιτελᾶμεν». : 
και τὸς ἐμυήτες ξιργομεν' οὐκ ἐπειδὴ ὠσθένειαν καήξγνωμεν TOV τἔλε- 
μένων, arr ἐπειδὴ ὠτελεςερον οἱ πολλὸ; πρὸς ὠυῇα ἔτι Mctucitele— 
S. Joan Curysost. in Cap. vii. Matth. Hom, eviv. — 
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The existence and rigorous observance of the secret discipline 
being established, it only remains to answer one more objection 
of Mr. Faber, that the Kucharist,—and by necessary consequence 
Transubstantiation,—did not form even a principal part of that 
discipline. I admit freely that the secret discipline included 
Baptism, Confirmation and the other sacraments, and even the 
Lord’s Prayer. But it must be remembered that the Christians 
were never so calumniated on occasion of these; and therefore 
had less need of cautious reserve in speaking of them; but they 
were often questioned and tortured, to extract from them a con- 
fession of the horrid crimes imputed to them im the celebration 


of the Eucharist. Yet we see them always carefully keeping the 


secret, when they could at once have escaped torments and 
death by declaring their belief, if they had believed like Mr. 
Faber. Therefore there must have been a more sublime mystery 
believed in the Eucharist, which made a very principal part of 
the secret discipline. 

I do not here repeat the numerous passages already presented 
by the Bishop of Strasbourg and other writers, which clearly 
shew that the Eucharist was a principal object of the secret 
discipline. Mr. Faber well knows that such passages abound in 
_the early Fathers: and he is not ignorant of the convincing 
proof of the Eucharist being a principal secret, from the division 
of the Mass itself into the Mass of the Catechumens, and that 
of the Faithful. When therefore Mr. Faber is pleased to assert 
that the Eucharist was not a principal secret, he makes the 
assertion not only without adducing a single proof, but in 
defiance of the many striking proofs accumulated against him. 
_ And I am entitled to conclude, that the discipline of the secret, 
80 religiously observed in the primitive ages concerning the 
blessed Eucharist, is a strong confirmatory proof of the doctrine’ 
_ of Transubstantiation : for if that doctrine had not been believed, 
no reason could be assigned for the Christians keeping their 
_ faith so strictly secret. | 
__ Mr. Faber next undertakes to shew that the Christians even 
of the fourth century knew nothing of Transubstantiation, from 
the silence. of the Emperor Julian. That unhappy apostate 
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wrote a work against Christianity, in which he copiously ridiculed 
its holy doctrines; but he never speaks of Transubstantiation: — 
hence Mr. Faber would infer that the Church taught no such — 
doctrine: for “ if acquainted with its existence, a man of his [ 
“ humour could not have failed to make it the subject of his _ 
“ bitterest ridicule.” This is the attempt to establish from the — 
silence of Julian, a negative argument against the belief of © 
Transubstantiation in the primitive Church. The reader is — 
probably aware that here we have no new ground to tread, but — 
must travel again over what has been repeatedly laid down, — 
broken up, paved, pebbled, and macadamized in the present — 
controversy. Mr. Faber advanced it in his first edition of — 
Difficulties of Romanism, the Bishop of Strasbourg refuted his — 
argument in his Answer; Mr. Faber no way daunted, came up — 
again with his speculation in his Supplement, and received from — 
the present writer “a full, true, and particular’ refutation in — 
twenty pages of the Reply to the said Supplement. To all this — 
Mr. Faber returned his usual reply of a mere repetition of his old — 
argument ina pamphlet, entitled Some account of Mr. Husen- — 
beth’s Attempt to assist the Bishop of Strasbourg ; and he was — 
chastised according to his due in my last publication, entitled 1 
The Difficulties of Faberism. But here he comes once more, — 
heroically determined not to part with his imperial champion, and — 
his redoubtable negative argument. Happily for us all, he is less _ 
tedious in his present statement, and argues more to the point: i 
our refutation therefore shall be brief and pertinent. Ἵ 

Mr. Faber once more says, that “ great part of Julian’s οὐκ 
“against Christianity has been substantially preserved and : 
“regularly answered by Cyril of Alexandria.” He has been — 
already told that this assertion is false. St. Cyril in his Preface — 
informs us that Julian’s work was in three Books. Of these % 
three, St. Cyril only reports and answers one; and even this one — 
he does not give in regular succession as Julian wrote it, but ἡ 
retrenches and abridges the matter as it suits his purpose. Julian — 
mentions his intention of examining some points further on, and _ 
in his second Book; but as these are no where treated in the | 
passages cited by St. Cyril, it is plain that what is left us of his _ 
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refutation refers only to Julian’s first Book. Thus it is not true 
that Julian’s work has been substantially preserved: it is 
more than probable that the far greater portion is lost. Nor can 
it be more truly said that the work has been regularly answered 
by St. Cyril. For the holy Father mentions in several places 
that he has taken the liberty to omit many calumnies. and 
blasphemies of Julian, and very much to depart from the order 
of his arguments. When only one Book of a work in three has 
been replied to, in detached objections more frequently collected 
from its substance, than reported from its exact pages, it is 
manifestly a false assertion that great part of the work has been 
regularly answered. 

Mr. Faber next enumerates the various doctrines of Chris- 
tianity which Julian does ridicule; and among them the resur- 
rection from the dead in Christ, and the doctrine that Christ was 
once sacrificed on behalf of the faithful, and that consequently 
they themselves offered up no sacrifices. He observes that 
Julian here comes so near to the subjects of Transubstantiation 
and the Mass, that this would have been the very place to deride 
them, if the Christians had held any such doctrines. But if we 
refer to the words of Julian, we shall find that his precise object 

in the passage alluded to, was to censure the Christians for not 
offering bloody sacrifices of beasts, pretending that the faithful 
refrained from such sacrifices, because no fire would descend now 
_ from heaven to consume the victims, as it did formerly. 
Julian was proclaiming the necessity of fulfilling the old legal 
sacrifices of animals ; and it was enough for his purpose that the 
Christians had no altars, and places for sacrificing bloody victims, 
_ like the Jews and Pagans.* It was much more likely that he 
reserved the doctrine of the Eucharist: for his second Book, in 
which he intended to expose, as he said, the false prodigies and 
᾿ς impostures of the Gospel. 
_ But Mr. Faber tells us that Julian “ laughs in a most especial 
“manner, at the tenet of the resurrection from the dead in 
“ Christ ; which as including the resurrection of Christ the first 
“fruit, is the very basis of our faith and preaching.” Upon this 
Ἢ * $. Cyriu. Auex. contra Julianum, Lid. x. | 
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he accuses me of a ‘‘ wonted disregard of accuracy when a turn 

“is to be served,” in having asserted that Julian never once 

mentions the resurrection of Christ, and having thence concluded 
that Transubstantiation might as well have been omitted by 
Julian, as that other fundamental doctrine of Christianity. He - 
conceitedly imagines that I was led “ most unhappily to fancy — 
“ that I might safely assert the total silence of Julian respecting © 

“ our Lord’s resurrection,’ apparently from the circumstance of 

Mr. Faber’s having accidentally omitted to mention in his first 
edition, that Julian, among other doctrines, “ ridiculed also that 
“ of the resurrection from the dead in Christ.’ Now I can at 
once put an end to this peacock strut of Mr. Faber, and run — 
down his tail, by recalling to his memory, which is apt to fail ' 
when a turn is to be served, that it was not Mr. Husenbeth, but 
the Bishop of Strasbourg who first shewed how easily his 
reasoning might be retorted, by the fact of Julian’s never men- 
tioning the resurrection of our Saviour. If I were disposed to 

adopt Mr. Faber’s courteous compliments, 1 might talk here of 
his “ wonted disregard” and “ utter contempt of accuracy,” 

when he had under his eye the following words of the venerable 
Bishop: “1 am tempted to retort the Rector’s argument upon 
“himself. It isa fact that Julian says nothing of the resurrec- 
_ © tion of Jesus Christ. Certainly, I may as justly say to him, 
“ this lover of derision would not have denied himself the grati- 
“ fication of turning that into ridicule, if the Christians in his 
“ time had believed in it. What reply would the Bachelor of 
“ Divinity make ?”’* Upon the bishop then, and also upon the 
learned author of the Dictionnaire de Theologie, the Abbé 
Bergier,t must Mr. Faber come down first with his vengeance, 
before he reviles me for repeating their argument. But let him” 
not forget that he plainly said in his first edition, speaking of 
Julian: “ Repeatedly does he scoff at all the peculiar doctrines ~ 
“of Christianity.”{ It was natural then that he should be 
reminded on the contrary, that’ Julian says nothing of that most 
peculiar fundamental doctrine of our Saviour’s rising from “ 


* Bp. or Strasspoure’s Answer to the Difficulties of Romanism, page 289. 
+ Dict. de Theol. Art. Julien. 1 Diff. of Rom. Ist. Ed. p. 122. 
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dead. That doctrine would have been as favourable for Julian’s 
detestable purpose of profane ridicule as Transubstantiation ; 
and therefore we might contend that his omission of Transub- 
stantiation was no more a proof of the non-existence of its 
belief, than his not mentioning the Resurrection of our Saviour 
proved that the Christians never believed it. 
But Mr. Faber now asserts that such “ reasoning is built 
* upon an absolute falsehood :” and he quotes against me the 
following words of St. Cyril: “ The benefit of adoption is pro- 
* posed to them in promise, and they expect to obtain resurrec- 
“ tion from the dead through Christ : that. which the enemy of 
“truth (Julian) most derides above all other things, as if it 
*‘ were not possible to God, who can do all things, to make him 
* superior to death, who in his own nature is subject to the law 
* of corruption.”* Notwithstanding this, we have asserted no 
falsehood. For St. Cyril does not say that Julian derided or 
even mentioned the Resurrection of Christ our Lord: but that 
he derided the hope of Christians that they should rise again ; 
and to confute Julian, St. Cyril quotes the opinion of Plato, that 
the resurrection of the dead was a truth perfectly admissible. 
Thus it still does not appear that Julian, in any portion of his 
work remaining to us, did speak of that fundamental doctrine of 
Christianity, the Resurrection of our divine Redeemer himself. © 
He derided as vain the hope of resurrection in the faithful ; for 
so much St. Cyril records ; but he never, as far as we know, 
ridiculed or even mentioned the Resurrection of our divine 
Founder himself. Yet who would thence infer that Christians 
did not belicve our Saviour’s Resurrection ? And who by parity 
of reasoning could infer from his not mentioning Transubstan- 
tiation, that this was no article of the primitive Christian faith ? 
‘Mr. Faber indeed would draw so unreasonable an inference, 
because he thinks that Transubstantiation would have afforded 
peculiar scope for unhallowed ridicule! But how stands the case 
‘with his own faith on the Eucharist ? Would not that have 
been finely shewn up by the sarcastic Julian? Would he not 
have laughed heartily at the idea of bread and wine being called 


* 8. Cyrin. ALex. contra Julian. Lib. VIL. pag. 173. Edit. Basil. 1656. 
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flesh and blood, and yet believed to be only bread and wine ; 
at the notion that Christ’s body and blood were really present in 
the Eucharist, and at the same time substantially absent? O- 
this would have been a fine subject for Julian’s merriment. 
“ Yet NEVER does the Emperor EVEN oNncE please himself, 
“either by ridiculing or by simply noticing, that doctrine 80. 
ἐς nre-eminently liable to ridicule.’ Following therefore my 
logical leader, I cannot but triumphantly infer from this silence 
of Julian, that Mr. Faber’s moral change was utterly unknown 
to primitive Christianity. ; 
Julian, however, was the author of some other works yet 
extant ; and Mr. Faber assures us that neither in these does he > 
ever hotles Transubstantiation. In his present work, Mr. Faber 
has surprisingly lowered his tone upon this subject. Those who 
may refer to his Supplement to the First Edition, will find him 
boasting that “we learn in rich abundance from his (Julian’s) 
“numerous yet extant writings,” that “he again and again 
ἐς ridicules every doctrine of Christianity, which, with the pro- 
“ fane, might be thought in any measure capable of ridicule.” 
They will see him styling Julian’s other works “ a@ portly folio, 
“ .... a goodly folio volume of 455 pages ;” and asserting that 
the Emperor “ again and again, usque ad nauseam, ridicules “7 
“ the grand peculiarities of the Gospel ;” that he has full swing: 
and that truly he does not spare the hated Galileans and their — 
“ execrable superstition .... Every other doctrine he freely 
“ ridicules.”* These effusions were all shewn to be extrava- 
gantly false in my Reply to the said Supplement: and Mr. 
Faber has not had the hardihood to repeat them, though he 
would not retract them, as candour and justice demanded. Yet 
his own references were all successively examined, and instead 
of taeir producing proof of Julian’s having ridiculed ali. the 
doctrines of Ctristianity, the Emperor was found to have barely 
mentioned two, Baptism and the Divinity of Christ. Again it 
was shewn that he had overrated the size and extent of these 
other works of Julian, by counting both the Greek and Latin 


* Supplement, p. 84, 88, 89; 90. 
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columns to swell the volume to twice its real bulk. Further, 
Mr, Faber’s deceitful attempt to impress his readers with the 
idea that Julian had had full swing at the Galileans, was detected 
by the simple exhibition of the contents of the Emperor’s extant 
writings, which at once proved how totally remote from his 
purpose was any introduction of the Galileans, and that Julian 
only now and then briefly alluded to them,* 

Mr. Faber silently withdraws his false statements in the work 
before us; and contents himself with copying what he had 
written in his first edition. But I have still to protest against 
his imposing array of references to Julian’s volume, which he 
puts down precisely as before, notwithstanding their having been 
shewn to be disgracefully fallacious: and this done, he again 
draws his former conclusion, that the silence of Julian is as 
complete negative proof of the non-existence of a belief in Tran- 
substantiation in the fourth century, as could be desired or 
imagined, 

But this argument is worthless, because built upon a false 
foundation. It proceeds upon the assumption that Julian must, 
or most probably would have ridiculed the doctrine, if it had 
been believed among Christians. This is an assumption utterly 
groundless: because the works which we possess afforded the 
Emperor no opportunity. He wrote a work against Christianity, 
of which we have only a few fragments left; and hence it is 
contemptible sophistry to affirm that Transubstantiation 
was never mentioned. Julian wrote other works, but all his 
writings remaining to us are upon subjects widely remote from 
Christianity, and in them we can only find two of its doctrines 
introduced, and of them only one derided; and therefore no fair 

conclusion can be formed that Julian never did ridicule Tran- 
‘substantiation. Thus Mr. Faber’s argument is not made out 
satisfactorily, but clumsily built upon a most crazy foundation. 
_As a negative argument, it is not established ; and even if it were 
firmly and fairly proved, it would be at best an argument only 
negative, and as such could avail absolutely nothing in opposition 
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to the positive arguments already invincibly established in the 
foregoing pages. 


Moraut CHANGE. 


Entering now upon Mr. Faber’s seventh and concluding Sec-_ 
tion, I must begin by observing, that as in the last Section he very 
remarkably lowered his tone on the silence of Julian, so in the 
portion now to be examined, he seems to abandon his own 
favourite paradox of a real presence of Christ’s body in the Eu-_ 
charist without a substantial change of the elements. In his first 
edition, Mr. Faber carefully informed his readers that his Church 
believed in a real presence, only different from the Catholie 
Church, inasmuch as we believe Christ to be not only really, but 
also corporeally and materially present in the Eucharist. The 
question being of the presence of Christ’s body and blood in the 
Eucharist, and not merely of his soul or spirit, plain sense would 
suggest that the real presence of a body must be a corporeal and 
material presence; and that in consequence whoever denies a 
corporeal presence, cannot believe any real presence. He may 
believe that a person receives spiritual food, and that Christ is 
spiritually present; but that is a very different matter from a 
real presence of Christ’s body and blood. It is no real presence 
of these, but can only be correctly called a figurative presence: 
and assuredly figurative and real are not convertible terms. This. 
I remarked at some length in my Reply to Faber’s Supplement, 
at the beginning of the Third Chapter, and urged the inevitable 
conclusion, that instead of a real presence, Mr. Faber’s system 
implied a real absence. | 

We have seen him in the early portions of the present Section, 
vigorously maintaining that our Lord’s phraseology must be un- 
derstood not literally, but figuratively, that the consecrated ele- 
ments are only types, or figures, or representations of Christ’s 
body and blood, that the bread and wine are not properly his 
body and blood, and that these are not literally present in the 
Kucharist: and even in one place, page 401, he says of the Eu- 
charistic Sacrifice, that “no blood was either shed or present.” 
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To have maintained after all these assertions, a real presence, 
would have been too palpable absurdity. Mr. Faber, there- 
fore, wisely confines himself now to a last attempt to defend his 
own cherished system of a moral change in the Eucharist, that 
is, no change at all as to substance, but merely a change of cha- 
racter, by which those elements which before were mere common 
bread and wine, become, by virtue of consecration, something 
sacred and sacramental, figuratively styled the body and blood of 
Christ. Now we understand Mr. Faber: he is now at least plain 
and consistent. But does his curious system approach any nearer 
to the truth? It will be easily shewn that it does not.’ 
The reader will be aware that many of the Fathers speak in 
the most clear and pointed terms of the real presence and Tran- 
substantiation : and Mr. Faber has felt the necessity of devising 
some scheme for escaping from their powerful language. Accord- 
ingly, having premised that the Fathers, particularly of the 
fourth and fifth centuries, certainly used singularly strong lan- 
guage respecting the Eucharist, he adds that they, nevertheless, 
in other places explain their own phraseology, and that if we 
allow them only this very reasonable privilege, “ their grandilo- 
** quence will speedily shrink into the very moderate dimensions 
“ of theological correctness.” Alas! Mr. Faber, artful as he is, 
will never be ingenious enough to contract the glorious creed of 
the Fathers to the chilled and shrivelled system of moral change. 
Hear what Thomas Moore says, with his peculiar shrewdness : 
“ We find a similar style of mystification still resorted to by 
“ those few Protestant controvertists, who, in order to maintain 
* some little consistency with the Church of England catechism, 
“ affect to uphold a Real Presence. Thus the theologians of the 
“British Critic insist that ‘a Real Presence is the doctrine of 
“ ¢the Church of England ;——while Mr. Faber talks of ‘a change 
“in the elements,—a moral change.’ All this, however, is but 
“a mere stale repetition of the old trick of heresy, ‘ speaking 
“the same things, but meaning them differently,’ ὅμοια μὲν 
+“ χαλουντες. avoyore δᾷ opovouytes. In such manner was it, as 
“ Trenzeus tells us, that the first Gnostics proceeded,—using the 
“same language with the orthodox Church, but thinking diffe- 
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“ὁ rently.”* So Mr. Faber’s real presence means no real pre- 
sence at all, and his moral change will be found to be no real. 
change of substance, but only the addition of a new character. 
But will this “ stale trick of heresy” explain away the pointed 
attestations of a real change of substance so often met with in © 
the holy Fathers? This we proceed to examine. : 
I pass by the ebullient invectives of Mr. Faber against our — 
divines, for suppressing what he calls the explanatory passages — 
of the Fathers, which he is here to produce; and which, as he i 
chooses to understand them, are to dilute the strong magnificent 
language of the Fathers to the poor weak meaning of his 
darling moral change. Much does Mr. Faber mistake if he — 
flatters himself that any Catholic divine is ignorant of such — 
passages, or would fear to exhibit them; and fatal is his aber- 
ration, if he supposes that there is, I had almost said, a Catholic — 
child, who does not know the true bearing of such passages — 
infinitely better than the grandiloquent Rector of Long Newton, 
The sequel will abundantly vindicate our theologians. | 
Mr. Faber is quite correct in saying that no one ever spoke of 
the Blessed Eucharist in more florid terms than St. Cyril of 
Jerusalem; but he has no right to add that his terms are also 
“ exaggerated.” St. Cyril flourished in the fourth century. Mr, i 
Faber commences with quoting from him as follows. i 
“ Christ himself having declared and said concerning the ; 
“bread; This is my body: who shall hereafter dare to doubt? — 
¢ Christ himself having asserted and pronounced ; This is my 
“ blood: who shall hesitate, saying that it is not his blood? He — 
“ once, at Cana of Galilee, by his own nod, changed the water 
“ into wine: and is he not worthy of credit, that he changed the 
“ wine into blood? If, when called to a mere corporeal marriage, 
“he wrought that great wonder: shall we not much rather 
“ confess, that he hath given the fruition of his own body and 
“ blood to the sons of the bridegroom? Wherefore, with all full 
ἐς assurance, let us partake, as it were, of the body and blood of 
“ Christ. For, in the type of bread, the body is given to thee; 


* Travels of an Irish Gentleman in search of a Religion. Vol. 2, page 
275, Note. 


SECTION 11. TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 407 


“and, in the type of wine, the blood is given to thee: in order 
“that thou mayest partake of the body and blood of Christ, 
“ becoming with him joint body and joint blood Christ, 
* once conversing with the Jews, said: Except ye eat my flesh 
“ and drink my blood, ye have not life in yourselves. They, 
“ἐ not having spiritually understood the things which were spoken, 
‘* being scandalized, went back, fancying that he exhorts them to 
“ flesh eating. Attend not, then, to the bread and wine, as if 
‘they were mere bread and wine: for they are the body and 
** blood of Christ, according to the Lord’s declaration. If sense 
“ suggest any thing to thee, let faith confirm thee. Judge of 
“the matter, not from taste, but undoubtingly from the full 
© assurance of faith, having been deemed worthy of Christ’s body 
“and blood. The apparent bread, though sensible to the taste, 
“is not bread, but the body of Christ; and the apparent wine, 
““ though the taste intimate this, is not wine, but the blood of 
“ Christ. Strengthen, then, thy heart, partaking of this bread 
ἐξ as spiritual: and make the countenance of thy soul joyful.’’* 
This splendid passage of St. Cyril Mr. Faber cites, as contain- 
ing the most remarkable instances of the declamatory language 
of some Fathers upon the real presence. To this he shortly 
_after opposes, as an explanatory and diluting corrective, a certain 
passage found in St. Cyril’s preceding Catechesis ; by which 1 
presume he wishes us to understand, that the venerable Father 
having in a former discourse used the blessed Eucharist as an 
illustration in a solitary sentence, considered it quite safe in a 
‘Subsequent instruction repeatedly to employ the most plain and 
positive words which language could supply to inculcate the firm 
belief of Transubstantiation ; since all danger of his magnificent 
language being misunderstood would be obviated by that one 
efficacious sentence in a former discourse. Need I dwell on the 
conspicuous absurdity of such an idea? 
Mr. Faber however first pretends that even in the above 
‘extract, “in the midst of much loose declamation,” still from 
“the intimations with which it is sprinkled, the rea/ doctrine of 
“Cyril,”—of course Mr. Faber’s moral change,—“even if we 
“yi ἘΚ, Cyrit. Hizros, Carecu. Mystag. iv. 
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“should travel no further for its developement, is abundantly 
“manifest.” The reader is by this time prepared whenever he 
finds a dash in any quotation by Mr. Faber, to suspect at least 
that some valuable passage has been suppressed, which, if in- 
serted, would have stubbornly resisted all his endeavours to 
explain it away. This we have often found the case in previous 
instances, and here is another gross attempt at deception in the 
citation from St. Cyril. | 
Among the “ intimations ” which Mr. Faber sees “ sprinkled” 
about this discourse of St. Cyril, which are to discover to us the 
doctrine of moral change, the first is the participle #s, as it were, 
where the Holy Father invites the faithful to “partake, as ἐξ were 
“ef the body and blood of Christ.” Mr. Faber censures the 
Bishop of Strasbourg and the compilers of the Faith of Catholics 
on certain points of Controversy, from having “ simultaneously 
agreed to suppress the word ὡς, and thus making St. Cyril invite 
the people to partake simply of the body and blood of Christ. 
To prevent all cavil, it were certainly to be wished that these 
learned men had literally adhered to the Holy Father’s words. 
But assuredly had they supposed that the expression was of the 
smallest consequence, they would not have omitted it. Many 
others of our divines give it, and the Latin translator of St. Cyril 
says: tanguam corpus et sanguinem Christi sumamus. St. 
Cyril’s object was to guard his hearers against supposing that 
what they received was bread. Therefore he exhorted them to 
receive it not as bread, but as the body of Christ. Mr. Faber 
translates, as it were, but as is quite sufficient for the word. 
ὡς in this place, and for the Saint’s meaning. He gives 
his reason ‘in the very next words: “ For, in the type of 
“bread, the body is given to thee.” On this account, then, 
receive it as the body of Christ. But let the reader notice the : 
singularly expressive words which follow : “ that partaking of — 
the body and blood of Christ, thou mayest be joint body ὧν. 
“joint blood with him : ἵνα γένη μεταλαζῶν σώματος καὶ aipallos 
Χριστοῦ, σύσσωμος καὶ συναίμος αὐτοῦ. Is this receiving as ἐξ were 
the body of Christ? Can this most intimate union of joint ᾿ 
body with Christ, be predicated of a participation of bread 
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morally changed, and only as it were the body of Christ? St. 

Cyril says that the precious body is given in the type of bread, 

that is, as already explained, under the type, form, and appear- 

ance of bread.* But that he never meant that the Lord’s body 

was given only figuratively, and not really,—or as Mr. Faber 
says, literally,—is plain, not only from his declaring that the 

receiver thus becomes joint body with Christ, but from another 

most significant sentence which follows, but which Mr. Faber 
has deceitfully suppressed, where his first dash occurs. I beg 
the reader to attend to these remarkable words of St. Cyril : 

“ For thus we become bearers of Christ, his body and blood | 
“ being distributed through our members: thus, according to 

“ the blessed Peter, we are made partakers of the divine nature.’’t 

Mr. Faber must have felt how hopeless was the task to explain 

how, by receiving bread morally changed, we could have Christ’s 

body and blood actually so incorporated with our own, as that 

we might become Christiferi, or bearers of Christ ; and there- 

fore he adopted his usual resource on such occasions, and dashed 

out the passage altogether. 

The next “ sprinkled intimation ” which Mr. Faber points out, 
is St. Cyril’s declaration that the consecrated bread is not mere 
bread, but by superadded grace, the body of Christ: whence we 
are not to be so far misled by our taste as to deem the holy ele- 
ments mere or common bread and wine. The words of St. Cyril 

are these: Μὴ προσεχε our ὡς idols τῷ ἄρτῳ καὶ TO δίνω" σῶμα yap 
χαὶ αἷμα Χριστοῦ, κατε τὴν δεσποτικὴν τυῦχ νει ὠπόφασιν. And this 
literally translated will be: “ Wherefore do not regard the bread 
“and wine as bare things: for they are the body and blood of 
“Christ, according to the Lord’s declaration.” If the word 
ψιλοῖς is made to agree with ἄρτῳ and ὄνῳ, which is not 
“necessary, still the meaning of St. Cyril is plain from what 
π᾿ says lower down: “ The apparent bread though sensible 


* See above, page 317. 
ἐς Οὕτω γὼρ καὶ Xpisogopos γινὸμεθα, Tt σώματος, cuts καὶ 7% 
4 ξίματος εἰς τοὶ ἡμέτερα ἀναδιδομένε μέλη. Ουτω κατὼ τὸν μακάριον 
| Πέτρον, ϑείας κοινωνοὶ φυσεως γινὸμεθα.--ϑ, Crrin. Ἠτβποβοι, Catech. 
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“ to the taste is not bread, but the body of Christ.” Mere bread, 
or common bread is of course substantially bread, and not only 
bread in appearance. But the taste and other senses could not 
judge of substance: they could only testify of appearance, and 
form their conclusion accordingly. This is precisely what St. 
Cyril guards them against in the case of the Blessed Eucharist : 
he tells them that their sense would suggest that what they 
received was bread, but he adds: “let faith confirm thee. Judge 
“ of the matter not from taste.” But assuredly the taste of bread 
only morally changed, would be the same as the taste of mere 
bread. 'The caution of the Saint then in Mr. Faber’s system 
would be useless. But if while sense perceived bread, faith was 
to recognize the flesh of Jesus Christ, then the admonition of 
St. Cyril was proper and necessary. 

The last “sprinkling” is the admonition, according to Mr. 
Faber, to partake of the bread as spiritual, that the words are to 
be spiritually understood, and that the Jews erred in interpreting 
our Saviour’s words literally, and thence crudely fancying that he 
exhorted them to substantial flesh-eating. 'This is Mr. Faber’s gloss 
upon the following words of St. Cyril: “They, not having spiritually 
“understood the things which were spoken, being scandaliseds 
“went back, fancying that he exhorts them to flesh-eating.” 
Having so fully explained the real meaning of this, and of a similar 
passage of St. Augustin * already in the foregoing pages, I need 
only observe upon Mr. Faber’s gloss, that the Eucharist is indeed 
spiritual bread, because itis te nourish the soul ;—that our Lord’s 
words are to be spiritually understood, because it would be a 
grievous error to regard this as a mere corporeal banquet ;—that 
the Jews did not err in interpreting the words Uiterally, but in 
taking them in a crude carnal sense, as if they were exhorted to 
slay our Saviour, and devour his flesh like meat for their bodily 
sustenance. ‘Thus are the words of St. Cyril every where per- 
fectly consistent with the true, primitive, Catholic doctrine of 
Transubstantiation. And thus it will appear that neither Dr. 
Trevern nor any other of our divines could have had the least 


* See above, pages 343 and 351. 
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hesitation in quoting these latter words of St. Cyril, as well as 
any others of that venerable Father. 

I must here however attend to a charge against the Bishop of 
Strasbourg, which Mr. Faber makes ina Note. Itis that Dr. 
Trevern deliberately interpolates the language of St. Cyril, by 
adding to this sentence of the holy Father: “ Whatsoever 
“the Holy Spirit shall have touched, that thing is sanctified 
“and changed,” the following words, into another substance. 
I am far from approving of any additions to the venerable text 
of the Fathers, and both in principle and practice always uphold 
a translation as simple and literal as possible. But any one who 
studies St. Cyril impartially, must be satisfied that the change of 
which he speaks in the Eucharist, is a real change of substance ; 
and therefore the Bishop’s interpolation at least does not merit 
the reproach of any systematic expedient to make the holy 
Father propound a doctrine not taught throughout his whole 
catechesis. In justice moreover to Dr. Trevern, it must be 
stated, that the words to which he has made the addition com- 
plained of, come immediately after, and actually in connexion 
with an expression so decisive of Transubstantiation, that he 
might conceive himself at liberty to append his final words as a 
legitimate illustration. St. Cyril speaks of entreating the Al- 
mighty Father to send down the Holy Spirit, and “ to make the 
“ bread become the body of Jesus Christ, and the wine his blood. 
“ For all that receives the impression of the Holy Spirit is 
* sanctified and changed.”* ‘The Latin translator renders the 
word μεταξέξληται by transmutatum est ; and certainly the word 
conveys the idea of a thorough change of the thing, much more 
perfect and absolute than the mere alteration of character signi- 
fied by Mr. Faber’s moral change. 

_ It will now appear that St. Cyril, in his Catechetical instruc- 
tion on the Blessed Eucharist, clearly, pointedly, and explicitly 
lays down the true doctrine of the Real Presence and Transub- 
Stantiation. Mr. Faber’s endeavours to explain away what he 


ΟΣ Ἵνα ποιήσῃ, τὸν μὲν ἄρτον σωμα Xpiss, τὸν δὰ οἶνον αἷμα Χριςου. 
Πώντως yap ὁ ἐν ἐφάψαιτο τὸ ἅγιον Τινεῦμα, τῦτο ἡγίαςαι καὶ μετα- 
ξεόληται.---ϑ. Cyrin. Catech. Mystag. υ. 
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calls “ much loose declamation,” but which is in reality expres- 
sive and positive explanation, by the intimations of moral change 
which he fancies are sprinkled about the. Catechesis, have been 
proved utterly abortive. Weare now to examine whether the 
careful explanation of St. Cyril, when expressly treating of the 
Eucharist, is to be set aside by a few words of illustration in the 
preceding Catechesis, in which the Saint was not professedly 
explaining the Eucharist, hut the holy Sacrament of Confirma- 
tion. I give the words of St. Cyril, as Mr. Faber translates 
them: “ Ye have been anointed with ointment, having become 
“ associates and partakers of Christ. But take care, lest you 
*‘ deem that ointment to be mere ointment. As also the bread 
“ of the Eucharist, after the invocation of the Holy Spirit, is no 
“ longer bare bread, but the body of Christ; so likewise this holy 
“ ointment is no longer mere ointment, nor as one may say 
“ common ointment, after the invocation; but it is the gracious 
“ oift of Christ and the presence of the Holy Spirit, being made 
“ energetic of his own godhead, which is symbolically anointed 
ἐς upon your forehead and upon your other organs of sense. Andy 
“ with the apparent ointment indeed, the body 3 is anointed : val 
‘“‘ with the holy and vivifying Spirit, the soul is sanctified.’”’* It 
would be irrelevant to our present purpose, or I should like to 
ask Mr. Faber how with the last sentence of St. Cyril staring him 
in the face, he and his pretended apostolical Church can refuse 
to admit Confirmation as a real sacrament. ᾿ 
This illustration of St. Cyril is considered by Mr. Faber to 
put the question of Transubstantiation out of all doubt, by dis- 
tinctly stating that the change in the bread and wine is homo- 
geneous with the change in the chrism, and therefore not a 
substantial, but a mere moral change. I begin my answer to 
this sorry speculation, by observing that all the laws of reasoning 
and honourable controversy require us to draw our conclusions 
of the real bearing of any doctrine, not from a stray illustration 
introduced upon a totally different subject, but from those 
treatises where the writer professedly discourses at length in 
explanation of the doctrine. And thus it is dishonourable and 
* §. Cyrin. Catech. Mystag. iit. § 3. 
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preposterous to take St. Cyril’s doctrine from a preceding brief 
comparison, rather than from a subsequent lengthened explana- 
tion. It would be so, even supposing that the two discourses 
appeared irreconcilable with each other: but in the present 
instances the language of St. Cyril in one place is perfectly 
consistent with what he says in the other. 

Mr. Faber falsely asserts that the holy Father states the change 
in the bread and wine to be homogeneous with the change in 
the chrism. What was St. Cyril’s object at the time of writing? 
Evidently to impress his hearers with due respect for.the holy 
chrism of Confirmation, and to teach them that it was no longer 
common oil, but the gift of Christ and the presence of the Holy 
Spirit, inasmuch as it was made energetic of his divinity by 
conveying his precious grace to their souls. Here was no danger of 
misapprehension: they could not suppose that oil could be really 
and substantially changed into the divinity of Christ, or of the Holy 
Ghost; they would at once know that the change was merely in 
the character of the chrism, and that it was now not common, 
but holy unction. St. Cyril, to impress the idea yet more 
strongly, borrows a simile from the Eucharist. As the bread is 
no longer bare bread, but the body of Christ; so the chrism is 
_no longer mere ointment, but the gift of Christ, and the presence 
of the Holy Spirit: Here is no necessary homogeneity between 
the two changes. The Saint does not stay to explain more 
particularly the Eucharistic change, because in his next Catechesis 
he is to speak of it at full length; but he still furnishes sufficient 
evidence that the changes are not homogeneous, by saying that 
the Eucharist is no longer bare bread, but the body of Christ. 
_ The chrism though holy, remains substantially ointment, but the 
| Eucharistic bread is only bread in appearance, it is in substance 

the body of Christ. The body of Christ is so different from 
bread, that the faithful would at once apprehend a substantial 
change: consecrated bread might be called a gift of Christ, or 
the presence of the Holy Spirit, and still it would remain sub- 
‘stantially bread; but when it is pronounced to be a body, it 
cannot any. longer be substantially bread, its nature and substance 
must be changed into flesh and blood. 
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I maintain then, that even if we had no other passages of St, 
Cyril to guide us, we should sufficiently gather, even from this 
isolated illustration, that the bread of the Eucharist after conse- 
cration is substantially changed, because the Saint expressly 


speaks of a change, and such a change as makes the bread — 


become the body of Christ. But the proper mode of proceeding, — 
if we would know St. Cyril’s belief, is to see how he himself 
displays it, when in the next Catechesis, he purposely explains 
the blessed Sacrament. There, as we have already observed, 
St. Cyril asks with indignation, who shall dare to say that it is not 
the body and blood of Christ ; and if we are not as readily to 
believe that the wine has been changed into his blood, as that 
the water at Cana was changed by him into wine. There he 
teaches that the body is given under the type, that is, the out- 
ward form and appearance of bread. There he tells the worthy 


receiver, that he becomes of joint body and blood with Christ ;_ 


to become which a child can see that he must actually receive 
Christ’s body and blood substantially. There he tells us,—though 
this Mr. Faber suppressed,—that we become by the holy Com- 


munion bearers of Christ, his body and blood being distributed 


through our members, and how could this be possible, without. 
a material and substantial manducation ? There the holy Father 
charges his hearers not to be misled by their senses, which — 
would testify only of bread and wine, but to be guided by faith 


; 


to a firm belief that what appears bread 1s NOT BREAD, but 
the body of Christ. Mr. Faber cannot elude, by his paltry sub-— 


terfuge, this overwhelming evidence of the illustrious Patriarch 


of Jerusalem. He may throw up a little dust, by calling the 
language declamatory, loose, florid, and exaggerated ; but a 655. 
conceited writer would have had at least the humility to suppose - 


that St. Cyril knew full well how to adapt his language to his 
glorious subject ; and a less bigoted controvertist would have 
owned that words more decisive than those of the holy Patri- 
arch, could not have been desired by the most strenuous hi: 
cate of Transubstantiation. 

So much for the first attempt of this heroic champion of 
moral change, to force the Fathers of antiquity to speak for his 
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darling delusion. His next undertaking is to shape to his pur- 
pose the Author of the Treatise on the Sacraments, often quoted 
as the work of St. Ambrose. The same “turgid language,” he 
says, is found in the said Treatise ; but he hopes to sober it 
down by another homogeneous comparison of the same author, 
to the delectable simplicity of mere moral change. First, then, 
for the “turgid” language. 

“‘ Perhaps you will say: My bread is common bread: but that 
“bread is bread before the words of the sacraments; yet, when 
“ consecration is superadded, from bread it becomes the flesh 
“« of Christ. Let us then define, how that, which is bread, can 
** become the body of Christ by consecration. 

“‘ Now, in what words, and in whose expressions, is the rite of 
“ consecration performed? ‘Truly, in the words and expressions 
“ οὗ Jesus Christ. The word of Christ, therefore, makes this 
“sacrament. What word of Christ? Truly, that, by which all 
“things were made. The Lord commanded; and the heaven, 
“ the earth, and the seas, were created: the Lord commanded ; 
“and every creature was produced. You see, then, how operative 
“615 the word of Christ. Hence, if there be so great power in 
“the word of the Lord Jesus, that the things, which were not, 
* should begin to be: how much more operative is it, that the 
“things, which are, should be commuted into somewhat else. 

“Therefore, that I may answer you, there was not the body of 
“ Christ before consecration: but, after consecration, I say unto 
you, that now there is the body of Christ. He spake; and it 
“was done: he commanded; and it was created. You yourself 
“existed; but you existed as the old creature: after you had 
“been consecrated, you began to be the new creature. Would 
‘you know, how you became the new creature? Every one, he 
« * says, 15 a new creature in Christ. Learn, then, how the word 

“ of Christ can work a change in every creature: learn, how it 
. * transmutes, at pleasure, the institutes of nature.” 

_ A reader not initiated in the trickery of Faberism, would sup- 
“pose that the author here cited had said nothing more, from 
which his belief as to Transubstantiation could be more fully 
determined. If indeed he had not, here is evidence amply 
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decisive in our favour. But when Mr. Faber sets out with an 
awful denunciation of Catholic divines, on a charge of suppressing 
this among other writings of antiquity, we are entitled at least to 
expect that he himself will fairly give all that the author says on 
the subject, and so enable his readers to estimate the bearing of 
the evidence. But those who have gone through the foregoing 
pages, will have been taught by multiplied experience to distrust 
Mr. Faber even then perhaps most, when he makes most parade 
of fair dealing. In the passage before us, the author fully and ‘ 
satisfactorily witnesses for Transubstantiation; but in other © 
passages where Mr. Faber adroitly stops short in his quotation, — 
the matter is yet more unquestionably established. 4 
In what Mr. Faber styles the “ turgid” language of the above — 
quotation, the venerable author pointedly says, that what was 
bread before consecration becomes after it flesh, the flesh of ἢ} 
Christ; that this is effected by the powerful word of Christ: ἀπά 
to shew that he is not speaking of any figurative change, but of — 
a stupendous miracle, he declares that it is by an exertion of q 
divine power similar to that which made the heavens, the earth — 
and the sea, out of nothing, winding up with an argument — 
a fortiori, that if the word of the Lord could make things out of — 
nothing, much more could it change one thing into another. q 
Here is proof positive of a real change effected by a miraculous" ᾿ 
interposition of divine power. No writer could have spoken — 
thus of a mere change of destination or character, a change by — : 
which common bread becomes holy bread. ᾿ 
All this however Mr. Faber considers to be completely set 
aside, by the subsequent illustration of a man becoming a new 
creature by Baptism. This change he would have to be homo- 
geneous; but it is nothing more than an argument from less to 4 
greater. It is introduced to reconcile the hearer to the stupen- _ 
dous change effected in the Eucharist by the divine power; but — 
it does not even hint that the two changes are homogeneous. 
The author extols the divine power by instancing both moral and 
physical changes. He begins with a moral one certainly, but he 
does not stop there, though there it suited Mr. Faber’s purpose — 
to finish his quotation. Having first shewn that the diyine word 
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effects by Baptism the moral change of the old creature into a 
creature new and regenerate, he proceeds to shew that when he 
pleases, Christ also changes the very institutes of nature. 
“ Learn, then, how the word of Christ can change every creature ; 
‘ and changes, when it pleases, the institutes of nature.” Here 
Mr. Faber’s quotation abruptly breaks off: he wanted to esta- 
blish only a moral change: but we shall see the venerable Author 
multiplying instances of a physical and substantial change. He 
first refers to the miraculous birth of our Blessed Lord from a 
Virgin, where the laws of nature were totally set ‘aside. Next 
he instances the miraculous division of the Red Sea, and the 
change in the nature of the waters of Mara from bitterness to 
‘sweetness. Then he speaks of the axe which Eliseus made to 
‘swim upon the water contrary to its natural use. After these he 
draws his conclusion, that if the word of God could work these 
‘physical changes, much more can it operate a change in this 
Sacrament. ‘ Therefore,” he adds, “ you have learnt that from 
““ bread is made the body of Christ, and that wine and water are 
“ put into the chalice, but that they become blood by the conse- 
“ἐς cration of the heavenly word. But perhaps thou wilt say: I 
“see no appearance of blood. Nevertheless it hath a resem- 
‘‘ blance. For as thou hast received the likeness of death, so. 
“also thou dost drink the likeness of the precious blood, that 
“ there may be no horror of blood, and yet that it may operate 
*‘ as the price of redemption. You have learnt then that what 
_* you receive, is the body of Christ.’’* 
_ Seeing therefore that the Author here cited multiplies exam- 
ples of real and physical changes wrought by the omnipotent 
word of God, it is plain that he considered the Eucharistic change 
a like wonderful effect of divine power. For if he had 
believed it to be merely a moral change, he would have had no 
need to speak of those wonderful interruptions of the order 


in calicem mittitur, sed fit sanguis consecratione verbi ceelestis. Sed forté 
dicis : Speciem sanguinis non video. Sed habet similitudinem. Sicut enim 
mi similitudinem sumpsisti, ita etiam similitudinem pretiosi sanguinis 
_ bibis, ut nullus horror cruoris sit, et pretium tamen operetur redemptionis, 
Didicisti ergo quia quod accipis, corpus est Christi.— Tract. De Sacramentis 
Gnter op. S. Ambrosii), Lid. iv. Cap. 4. 
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and institutes of nature. Ina moral change there is nothing 
wonderful, nothing that interferes with the natural order of 
things, the bread is still substantially bread, its appearance 
accords with its substance. But in the Eucharist, the hearer 
may object that he sees “ no appearance of blood;” and by 
introducing such an objection, the Author at once settles the 
question, for in Mr. Faber’s system such a difficulty could never 
arise. ; 
But is Mr. Faber the man to charge any Catholic divine with 
withholding the words of this venerable Author? Was he not 
aware when he made his garbled extract, that in the Sixth Book 
of the same Treatise, the writer has even yet more pointedly 
spoken of the Eucharist as being not merely in a figurative 
moral sense, but really and truly the body of Christ. Ee 
actually confounds Mr. Faber’s whole system of moral change, 
by introducing the following striking illustration: “ As our Lord 
“ Jesus Christ is the true Son of God, not as men are by grace, 
‘but as the Son of the substance of the Father: so that which 
“ we receive is his true flesh, as he said, and what we drink is 
“his true blood.*” If Mr. Faber had honestly informed his 
readers of this passage, the belief of this ancient Author would 
have been placed beyond the possibility of dispute. For he here 
declares the Eucharist to be as really and truly and substantially 
‘the flesh of the Son of God, even as he himself is really and truly 
of the same substance with his Father, and he demolishes in hope- 
less prostration the absurd invention of moral change, by stating 
distinctly that the Eucharist is the flesh of Christ, not by a mere 
figurative and improper designation, any more than Christ is the 
Son of God merely as men are by the adoption of grace, but as 
truly as he is the Son of the Eternal Father. Here is homo- 
geneity of comparison, if Mr. Faber pleases: for here the sub- 
stantial reality of the Eucharist is strictly compared with the 
substantial reality of the divine filiation of the Son of God. 


* Sicut verus est Dei Filius Dominus noster Jesus Christus, non quemad- 
modum homines per gratiam, sed quasi Filius ex substantia Patris; ita vera 
ejus caro est, sicut ipse dixit, quam accipimus, et verus ejus sanguis est 

uem potamus.—Tract. de Sacramentis (inter op. 5, Ambrosii), Lider vi. 
ap. t. 
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In a Note, of which the tiresome length bestrides five pages in 
small print, Mr. Faber complains, that the Bishop of Strasbourg 
has quoted a passage strongly attesting a change of substance in 
the blessed Eucharist, as given by two ancient authors, Eusebius 
of Emisa in the fourth, and St. Cesarius of Arles in the sixth 
century. The Bishop, he contends, has here been guilty of a 
more disgraceful attempt at deliberate imposture than has often 
been perpetrated: because what he has quoted as from two 
authors, belongs only to one, and belongs after all to neither of 
the above writers, but to some author utterly unknown. Sup- 
posing all this to be true, it is gross injustice to charge Dr. 
—Trevern with deliberate imposture ; for every man of letters well 
knows that there are innumerable controversies about authorships; 
which doomsday will find unsettled ; and Dr. Trevern was quite 
as competent to form an opinion in this case as his accuser, while 
from intimate acquaintance with his character, I am certain that 
he is incapable of any attempt at deliberate imposture. 

Bellarmin states that the Homilies attributed to Eusebius of 
Emisa, have been also given to various authors, as St. Eucherius 
of Lyons, St. Cesarius of Arles, Faustus of Riez; but does not 
attempt to determine the authorship.* Baronius gives his opinion 
that the Homilies attributed to Eusebius of Emisa belong to St. 
Eucherius, who lived in the first part of the fifth century, dying 
in 450. But he admits that all are not of St. Eucherius, but 
thinks the authors of some might be Faustus of Riez, St. Ceesarius 
of Arles, or some other Gallican prelates.t The learned Alban 
Butler says it is agreed that these Homilies were mostly com- 
positions of Gallican prelates in the early ages of that Church.} 
_ Thus then the greatest delinquency to be imputed to the 
Bishop of Strasbourg in this affair, is that he has given the same 
Homily to two different authors, if Mr. Faber’s account be correct 
that the two Homilies are verbatim the same from beginning to 
end, which at present I cannot stay to verify, nor is it indeed 
worth the trouble. Dr. Trevern, it must be observed, did not 


* BriiarM. De Script. Eccles. Ab An. 400 ad 500. 
ὶ + Barontius, Annal. Eccles. Tom.i. Anno 441. r 
1 Lives of Saints, Vol. ix. Sept. 11, Note; and Vol. xi. Nov. 16, Note. 
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quote the passage as certainly written by Eusebius, but as being 
either his, or of some other author, though for a thousand years 
the Homilies have borne his name. With this qualification, the 
learned prelate no doubt had his reasons for mentioning the 
claim of Eusebius ; for Mr. Faber admits that St. Paschasius in’ 
the ninth century asetibed the Homily to that author. Ἷ 
Without insisting upon the authorship, let us attend to the 
quotation; for, as the reader will doubtless suspect from Mr. 
Faber’s rabid snarls at the Bishop, it is so explicit on Transub-. 
stantiation, that if it be a production of the early ages, it must 
demolish poor moral change irretrievably. These are the im- 
portant words: “ The invisible priest, converts visible creatures, 
“by his word, by secret power, into the substance of his body 
“and blood.” This is so positive that Mr. Faber would think 
himself fortunate, if he could bring down the authorship far 
below the fourth century. It is agreed however among the 
learned, that it amounts at least to the fifth or sixth, quite early 
enough to demolish Mr. Faber’s moral change. To be sure he 
makes an attempt to explain this stubborn passage: but such an- 
attempt! “ With respect to this passage, he says, “ to reconcile 
the uncertain author with himself, we must conclude, that when 
“he spake of the visible creatures being changed into 1 6 
“ sussTANcE of Christ’s body and blood, he meant nothing 
“more, than that they become, VERILY and INDEED (as ow ; 
“ antitransubstantialising Anglican Church expresses 10) that : 
“ body and blood of Christ, which by the faithful only are taken 
“and received in the Lord’s Supper.” Why did he not put | 
down at once that when the author “ spake” change of substance, 
he meant only moral change, or no change at all: upon the. 
understood principle that when a man says black, he means 
white? His answer will be, I presume, what he says further in 
the Note: because he is confirmed in his opinion by the same 
phraseology being used even by Bertram of Corby ; though he 
explicitly declares, that no change takes place in the suBSTANCE 
of the elements. In discussing Mr. Faber’s Section IV. of the 
present chapter, the passage which he here cites was proved to 
have no such meaning as he here again claims for it with 
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incorrigible assurance.* It was further proved that Bertram did 
not deny that the bread in the holy Eucharist was really and 
substantially made the body of Christ.; The very passage had 
also been more copiously discussed in the previous pages,{ in 
reply to a violent tirade by Mr. Faber against some Douay 
professors, for what he styles their artful popish management 
of a troublesome old author. How clever has Mr. Faber shewn 
himself in such artifice! Certainly he has no right to cast a 
stone against even the basest adept in convenient expli- 
cations. The author of the Treatise before us has “ unluckily 
“ written” that the visible creatures of bread and wine are 
converted into the substance of Christ’s body and blood. “A 
* plain man would deem this sufficiently explicit: but Bachelors 
of Divinity “are not easily discouraged.” They tell us that 
“χα must conclude, that when he spake” thus, he meant nothing 
more than the Anglican Church means, which believes no change 
at all. Mutato nomine, de te fabula narratur. || 

There is a well known passage, undoubtedly of St. Ambrose, 
which so much resembles the foregoing, that Mr. Faber could 
not pass it over. Accordingly, he pompously tells us, that St. 
Ambrose winds up his grandiloquence “with the self-same 
“ illustrative adduction of the confessedly moral change pro- 
“ς duced in the worthy recipient of the strictly parallel sacrament 
“ of Baptism.” Here follows the quotation from St. Ambrose. 

* Perhaps you will say : I see another matter : how then do 
*¢ you assert to me, that I shall receive the body of Christ? It 
* now, therefore, remains, that we should prove this position. 
“ How many examples, then, shall we use ? Let us prove that 
“this is not that which nature formed, but which the benedic- 
tion has consecrated : let us prove, that the force of the bene- 
“diction is greater than the force of nature, because nature 
“ itself is changed by the benediction. Moses held a rod: he 
“ threw it down ; and it became a serpent. Again, he laid hold 
“ of the tail of the serpent : and it returned into the nature of 


_ * See above page 379. + Page 376. t See above page 336. 


__ || See the original argument here retorted upon its ingenious Author, in 
the Notes at pp. 346 and 436, of the Difficulties of Romanism, Second Edition. 
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“the rod. You see, how, through prophetic grace, the nature 
“ of the serpent and the rod was twice changed. The rivers of 
‘“‘ Egypt ran with pure water: suddenly, from the veins of the 
“ fountains, blood began to burst forth ; so that there was no 
“ drink in the rivers. Again, at the prayers of the prophet, the 
“ς blood of the rivers ceased : the nature of the waters returned. 
“The people of the Hebrews was shut in on every side : here, 
“ obstructed by the Egyptians; there, confined by the sea. 
“ Moses lifted up his wand: forthwith the water separated 


“ itself, and became congealed in the appearance of walls; so — 
“that between its waves, a road for footmen was visible. 
“ Jordan, also, turning back contrary to nature, flowed upward — 
“to the commencement of its fountain. Is it not hence clear, — 
ἐς that the nature even of the waves of the sea, or of the course — 
The river Marath was very bitter, — 
“‘ so that the thirsty people could not drink of it. Moses threw — 
“ wood into the water : and the nature of the streams laid aside — 


“ of a river is changed ? 


“its bitterness, which grace infused suddenly tempered 
“ If, then, human benediction availed so much, that it should 


“ change nature : what shall we say concerning divine consecra- — 
“ tion, where the very words of the Lord the Saviour operate > — 
“ For that sacrament, which you receive, is effected by the word — 
“ of Christ. If the word of Elias so availed, that it brought — 
“down fire from heaven: shall not the word of Christ avail, 
“ that it should change the kinds of the elements ? Concerning ᾿ 
«ὁ the works of the whole world, you have read: that He βρακθ: 


“and they were made: He commanded ; and they were created. 


‘¢ If, then, the word of Christ could produce out of nothing that 


“ which was not ; cannot it change, into that which they were 
ἐς not, the things which already exist ? It was the true 
«ς flesh of Christ, which was crucified, which was buried : truly, 
‘‘ therefore, this is the sacrament of that flesh. The Lord Jesus — 
“ himself exclaims : This is my body. Before the benediction 
“‘ of the heavenly words, another kind is named: after the conse- 
“ eration, the body of Christ is signified. He himself calls it his 
“blood. Before consecration, it is called another thing: after 
ἐς consecration, it is called blood. You.say ; Amen: that is; it 
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“is true. What the mouth speaks, let the internal mind con- 
“ fess : what the word sounds, let the affection feel. By these 
“ sacraments, then, Christ feeds his Church: by these, the 
* substance of the soul is strengthened Christ is in that 
“ sacrament, because it is the body of Christ. Therefore it is 
“ food, not corporeal, but spiritual 

“ Having then gained all things, we know that we are regene- 
“rate. Nor let us ask: How were we regenerated? Have we 
“ entered into the womb of our mother, and have we been born 
“again? I recognise not here the ordinary course of nature. 
But there is here no order of nature, where there is excellence 
“of grace We must not doubt, that the Holy Spirit, 
“ descending from above into the font or over him who obtains 
“ baptism, co-operates the truth of regeneration.” 

‘Mr. Faber’s object in inflicting this long citation upon his 
‘patient readers, was to shew that the whole tenor of it, and 
especially the final illustration from Baptism determines the 
doctrine of St. Ambrose to have been that of moral change only 
in the blessed Eucharist; which, let it ever be borne in mind, is 
no real change, no change of the thing, but only of its character. 
But I much mistake if'a steady perusal of the passage will not 
lead honest minds to the widely different conclusion, that the 
doctrine of St. Ambrose was unquestionably the selfsame Tran- 
‘substantiation, which at the distance of fourteen centuries it is 
our happiness to believe, and-our glory to defend. 

In the very outset, St. Ambrose takes up the doubt which 
might stagger a neophyte, from his not seeing the body of Christ. 


1 see another matter: how then do you assert to me, that I 
“shall receive the body of Christ?” Here is a death-blow at 


once to moral change. For no such difficulty could have been 
anticipated in that system. The neophyte must of course believe 


_ that he should see nothing but bread, if he had been taught that 


_ the bread was unchanged, and that it was only figuratively the 
‘body of Christ. He would not then think of enquiring why his 


eyes saw “ another matter.” But St. Ambrose, aware that when 
“aman was first taught that the Eucharist was Christ’s real flesh, 
he would require an explanation before he could reconcile the 
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apparent contradiction to his senses, carefully explains this, by 
recurring to the Omnipotence of God, which can change the very 
nature of things. 

Proceeding next to prove his position, St. Ambrose tells us 
very precisely what he undertakes to prove; namely, that ‘his 
is not what nature formed, but what the benediction has conse- 
crated,—that the force of the benediction is greater than the force 
of nature,—and that nature itself is changed by the benediction. 
He proves these three points by several illustrative examples. 
He instances the rod of Moses, to shew that “ through prophetic 
“* grace, the nature of the serpent and the rod was twice changed;” 
the rivers of Egypt, to shew that the nature of the waters was 
changed, but that at the prayers of the prophet, it returned. He 
instances the Red Sea and the Jordan, to shew “ that the nature 
“even of the waves of the sea, or of the course of a river is 
** changed.”* He mentions that when Moses threw wood into 
the bitter waters, the nature of the streams was changed, and they 
became sweet. He adds another example, which Mr. Faber 
stops out with a dash, and the change is there yet more strongly 

-expressed, and the inference more pointedly drawn. These are 
the words thus excluded: “Under the prophet Eliseus oné of 
“the sons of the prophets let fall the iron of an axe, and 
“immediately sunk. He who had lost the iron besought Eliseus, 
“and Eliseus also threw the wood into the water, and the iron 
“ swam : truly we know this to have been done beyond nature. 
“ For the species of iron is heavier than the fluid of the waters. 

“ We perceive therefrom that grace possesses more power than 
“nature, and shall we yet further enumerate the grace ὁ ἢ 

“ prophetic benediction?” Thus the holy Father plainly infers 
his point, that the grace of consecration is a greater power. He 
argues that if human benediction availed even to change nature, 
as in all the preceding examples, how much more power is to ie 


_ * Sub Heliszo propheta uni ex filiis prophetarum excussum est ferrum ¢ e 
secur, et statim mersum est. Rogavit Heliseum qui amiserat ferrum, 

etiam Heliseeus lignum in aquam, et ferrum natavit, utique et hoc preeter 
naturam factum esse cognoscimus. Gravior est enim ferri species, quam 
aquarum liquor. Advertimus igitur majoris esse virtutis gratiam quam 
naturam, et adhuc tamen prophetice benedictionis numeramus gratiam? 
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attributed to the very words of Christ, used in the consecration 
of the Eucharist? To place this power, and the change which 
it effects, in a yet stronger light, St. Ambrose argues, that if the 
word of Elias could bring down fire from heaven, shall not the 
word of Christ change the kinds of the Eucharistic elements, 
that is by bringing down a much more powerful fire, the divine — 
grace, to operate a much more wonderful change. We see all 
through this reasoning what is the precise object of the holy 
Father. It is to prove the superior power of the words of 
consecration to effect a miraculous change. He argues all along 
from the miraculous changes adduced, to the far more stupendous 
change in the Eucharist. Evidently then his hearers would 
understand that in the Eucharist there was a real change, by 
which it became no longer what nature formed, namely bread, 
but what the benediction consecrated, the true, real body of Christ. 
But if St. Ambrose had only believed a moral change, his 
argument would have been unspeakably absurd. It would have 
amounted to this: ‘* Human benediction could work the most 
“ astonishing changes in the serpent, in the-Red Sea and the rest: 
“ therefore divine consecration can make bread be considered a 
“holy sign of the body of Christ! The word of man worked 
‘““ miraculous changes; therefore the word of God can work that 
‘< change which is not at all miraculous !”” Mr. Faber must excuse 
us from imagining the profound St. Ambrose capable of any such 
absurdity. 

This had been already urged against Mr, Faber by the Bishop 
of Strasbourg, who thus pointedly condensed the absurdity of 
Mr. Faber’s argument: “If Moses being only a man did what 
“was greater, Jesus Christ, @ fortiori, can do what is less ?”’* 
This dishonourable controvertist however takes no notice of the 
merited exposure of his reasoning, but. revenges himself by a 
_ charge of garbling and suppression upon the Bishop, and the 
compilers of the work entitled: The Faith of Catholics on certain 
points of Controversy. In another tedious Note, he accuses these 
three writers of strictly consentaneous management of this passage. 
of St. Ambrose, by citing the changes of the serpent, and care- 

* Answer to the Difficulties of Romanism, page 242 Note. 


Pe 
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fully omitting those of the Red Sea, of the Jordan, and of the 
bitter waters ; because, as Mr. Faber imputes to them, the first 
was a substantial change suited to their purpose, while the rest 
were not changes of substance. Mr. Faber charges these authors 
with designed suppression, because had they cited ‘the said 
illustrations, the conclusion would have been, that since those 


were not changes of substance, the Eucharistic change is not 


substantial. Here however he forgets to tell us how St. Ambrose 


himself came to introduce the substantial changes of the serpent, 
and of the waters into blood, if he believed only a moral change 


in the Eucharist. For must not the Saint’s hearers have been 


vehemently tempted to infer, that if the word of Moses could 
produce a substantial change, the word of Christ was competent 
to produce one also? If then St. Ambrose concluded from this 
instance joined with the others, that the divine consecration was — 


of greater efficacy, where was the evil “ designed management ” . 
in these authors, when they brought out the self same logical 


result, as St. Ambrose himself? Having once instanced the two 


substantial changes of the serpent and the waters into blood, his” 
argument was not weakened by a subsequent adduction of changes 
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not substantial. It was therefore perfectly fair and logical to 


argue upon these, and to omit the others as redundant. 


Still Mr. Faber contends, that as the various examples of St. 


Ambrose are not homogeneous, they were not intended in the 


way of illustration, but purely in the way of familiar argument 
from less to greater. Here I agree with him; and I have 


already enforced their irresistible application in that way ; but 


what can the champion of moral change make of it? It will be 


“ill playing with edged tools,” when he attempts to ply this 
formidable weapon. He thus tries to adapt the argument of St. 


Ambrose to his system: If God could work of old such miracles, 
surely he could work “ the still greater miracle of so changing 
“the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ, as to 


“‘ impart to the originally mere material creatures a mighty grace 
“ alike supernatural and spiritual.” Which being done into — 


plain English, must mean, that if God formerly worked miracles, 
why should'we doubt of his now working no miracle at all? Mr. 
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Faber talks of so changing the bread, as to impart to it a mighty 
grace; but this is not changing, it is superadding. The super- 
natural grace in Mr. Faber’s system after all, is imparted to the 
receiver, and not to the bread; and therefore there is no mira- 
culous change at all in Mr. Faber’s Eucharist; it is merely 
designated as a sign and memorial; and moral change never can 
by any effort of human ingenuity be made out to be a real 
change. 

But while he thus tortures the argument of St. Ambrose into 
the weakest absurdity, he shuts his eyes to the perpetually 
avowed objects of the holy Father; first, to prove that the 
Kucharist is not what nature formed, not therefore bread; whereas 
Mr.Faber’s moral change leaves it still bread; secondly, to prove 
that the force of the benediction is greater; whereas in Mr. 
Faber’s system the force of consecration effecting no real change, 
is incomparatively less than that power which wrought all the 
miraculous changes enumerated; thirdly, to prove that nature 
itself is changed in the Eucharist; but moral change plainly 
cannot be physical change, and therefore nature itself remains in 
Mr. Faber’s Eucharist unchanged. Moreover St. Ambrose uses 
an illustration even more powerful than any of the preceding, to 
prove this very point, that in the Eucharistic change the laws of 
nature are suspended and interrupted. It is taken from the 
mystery of our Saviour’s Incarnation; and when the reader con- 
siders it, he will not be at a loss to understand why Mr. Faber 

has not quoted it. St. Ambrose after instancing the word of 
_Elias, and the creation of the world, proceeds to a yet more 

appropriate example: “ But why do we use arguments? Let us 
“employ his own examples, and establish the truth of the 
“mystery by the example of the incarnation.... It is clear 
“then that the Virgin brought forth beyond the order of nature, 
“and this body which we produce, is from the Virgin. Why do 
“you here seek the order of nature in the body of Christ, when 
“the Lord Jesus himself was born of a Virgin beyond nature ?’’* 


* Sed quid argumentis utimur? Suis utamur exemplis, incarnationisque 
‘exemplo astruamus mysterii veritatem. Numguid nature usus precessit 
eum Jesus Dominus ex Maria nasceretur?.... Liquet igitur quod preter 
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Here the Saint recurs to the most appropriate example furnished 
in the person of our Lord himself, to prove that the change in 
the Eucharist is independent of all the laws of nature, and 
superior to them. But a moral change does not interfere in the 
slightest degree with these laws. Let the reader mark especially 
the words which I have put in Italics, for there he will see plain 
evidence that St. Ambrose believed the Eucharist to contain the 
selfsame flesh which was born of the Blessed Virgin; and he 
uses the word conficimus, to shew that this same flesh is made, 
and reproduced, as it were, by the words of consecration, which 
reproduction some holy men have even called by a bold figure, a 
new Incarnation. By suppressing this strong passage, and 
reducing the rest to the absurdity above noted, Mr. Faber 
“contrives to make out a case, which may well perplex the 
* unsuspicious individual, who, good easy man, relying full surely 
“on his citative integrity, never dreams of consulting, or perhaps 
“* has no opportunity of consulting, the entire original of Ambrose.” 
Yet this is the man who has the effrontery to accuse the Bishop 
of Strasbourg, and the writers already mentioned ; and the above 
are the very words in which he has attacked them. How fatally 
did he there write his own condemnation ! 

His most weighty charge, however, is that these writers have 
carefully omitted the “ real concluding illustration of St. Ambrose, 
“ from the case of the moral change wrought in an unregenerate 
** man by spiritual regeneration : because, had this illustration 
* been faithfully exhibited to their readers, the plain and neces- 
“sary inference would have been, that Ambrose knew of no 
“ change in the consecrated elements, save a moral change only.” 
I reply, that this illustration has no such meaning ; and if Mr. 
Faber had faithfully given the Saint’s introductory sentences, it 
would have broadly appeared that it has no such meaning. He 
has suppressed some most material antecedent clauses, which 
I shall now restore; and then it will be very plain what 
St. Ambrose meant, and also what those may expect, who, 


naturre ordinem Virgo generavit, et hoc quod conficimus corpus, ex Virgine 
est. Quid hic queris nature ordinem in Christi corpore, cum preter 
naturam sit ipse Dominus Jesus partus ex Virgine. S, AmBRos. /oco citato. 
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“vood easy men, rely full surely on Mr. Faber’s citative 
“ integrity.” St. Ambrose, after reminding his hearers how 
earnestly the Church exhorts her children to approach to the 
holy Sacrament, to eat, drink, and be inebriated, judges it 
expedient, however, to admonish them that he is not speaking 
of corporal. sustenance, and continues: “ What we may eat, 
“ what we may drink, the Holy Ghost elsewhere expresses to 
“thee by the prophet, saying: Taste and see that the Lord is 
“ sweet, blessed is the man that hopeth in him. Christ is in 
“that sacrament, for it is the body of Christ : it is not then 
© bodily food, but spiritual.” Observe, Mr. Faber does quote 
just the last sentence, because, standing in the insulated form in 
which he gives it, set off too with small capitals, it might seem 
to favour the idea of the Eucharist being only spiritually, and 
not really the body of Christ. But had he faithfully given the 
continuation of St. Ambrose, the Saint’s meaning would have 
come out too strongly against poor moral change. ‘Thus 
St. Ambrose goes on: “ Whence also the Apostle says of his 
“ type : That our fathers eat spiritual food, and drunk spiritual 
* drink. The body of God, is a spiritual body. The body of 
“Christ, is the body of the Divine Spirit, because Christ is a 
“ spirit, as we read: The Spirit before our face, Christ the 
“Lord. And in an Epistle of Peter we have: Christ died 
“for us. Finally, this food strengthens our heart, and this 
“drink rejoices the heart of man, as the prophet has com- 
“memorated.” It must be remarked that all this, prece- 
ding the passage about regeneration, given by Mr. Faber, 
clearly explains what St. Ambrose means by calling the Eucha- 
-rist spiritual food. The body of Christ, he argues, is spiritual, 
because Christ is a spirit; and therefore we are not to receive 
his sacred body as corporal nourishment, but as food to 
_strengthen and rejoice our hearts. This leads the holy Father 
by the most natural transition to sum up the argument of his 
whole Treatise in the final words about regeneration. He passes 
from having assured the initiated that the Eucharistic food is to 
have the spiritual effect of strengthening their souls, to remind 
them in conclusion that the regeneration effected by Baptism is 
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spiritual also, and thus he concludes his Treatise, throughout the 
greater part of which he had spoken of Baptism: “ Wherefore 
“ having acquired all things, let us know that we are regenerated. 
“ Nor let us say, how are we regenerated? Have we entered into 
“‘ our mother’s womb, and been born again? I do not acknow- 
“ledge the custom of nature. But here there is no order of 
“‘ nature, where there is the excellence of grace. Again nature 
“ does not always effect regeneration. We confess that Christ 
“the Lord was born of a Virgin, and we deny the order of 
“nature. For Mary conceived not of man, but of the Holy 
* Ghost, as Matthew says: That she was found with child 
“ of the Holy Ghost. If therefore the Holy Ghost descending 
* upon the Virgin, effected conception, and supplied generation : 
* truly it is not to be doubted that descending upon the font or 
“upon him who obtains Baptism, he operates the truth of 
“ regeneration.”* Here ends the whole Book of St. Ambrose, 
treating of those initiated in the mysteries. The Book has nine 
chapters, of which the first is a short introduction, and the. six 
following are on Baptism, the last two only treating of the Holy 
Eucharist. The concluding portion here discussed will be found 
below exactly as it stands in the original. A careful perusal of 
it in its proper connected form, must shew every unprejudiced 


* Quid edamus, quid bibamus, alibi tibi per Prophetam Spiritus Sanctus 
expressit, dicens: Gustate et videte quouiam suavis est Dominus, beatus 
vir qui sperat in eo. In illo sacramento Christus est, quia corpus est 
Christi: non ergo corporalis esca, sed spiritalis est. Unde et apostolus de 
typo ejus ait: Quia patres nostri escam spiritalem manducaverunt, et an 
spiritalem biberunt. Corpus enim Dei, corpus est-spiritale. Corpus Christi, 
corpus est divini spiritus, quia spiritus est Christus, ut legimus: Spiritus 
ante faciem nostram Christus Dominus. Et in Petri epistola habemus- 
Christus pro nobis mortuus est. Denique cor nostrum esca ista confirm 
et potus iste letificat cor hominis, ut propheta memoravit. Unde et ade 
omnia, sciamus regeneratos nos esse. Nec dicamus, quomodo regenerati 
sumus? Numquid in ventre matris nostre introivimus, et renati sumus? 
Non agnosco usum nature Sed nullus hic nature ordo, ubi excellentia 
gratie. Deniquenon semper usus nature regenerationem facit. Genera- 
tum ex Virgine Christum Dominum confitemur, et nature ordinem dene 
gamus. Non enim ex viro Maria concepit, sed de Spiritu Sancto in_ute 
accepit, ut dicit Mattheus: Quia inventa est in utero habens de Spiritu 
Sancto. Si ergo superveniens Spiritus Sanctus in Virginem, conceptione 
operatus est, et generationis munus implevit: non utique dubitandum 
quod superveniens in fontem vel super eum qui Baptismum consequitur, 
veritatem regenerationis operetur.—S, Ambros. De tis quii myst. initiantur. 
Cap. tt. 2 
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reader that the final illustration is not introduced with reference 
to the Eucharist, that subject having been doctrinally explained 
a long way higher up, and the Saint only pursuing afterwards 
the moral consequences of its reception, by shewing that it is 
not to nourish the body, but the soul. It will also be apparent 
that this final illustration grew out of the moral effects of the 
holy Communion, the Saint being led from the spiritual effect of 
the one sacrament, to revert to his principal subject of the 
Treatise, the spiritual effect of regeneration by Baptism. The 
last paragraph therefore is obviously nothing more than a 
conclusion of the whole Treatise, very appropriately introduced ; 
it is no proof of moral change in the Eucharist ; nor has it any 
direct connexion with that holy Sacrament. 

While therefore Mr. Faber protests how much it pains him to 
* expose the deliberate and systematic and simultaneous practices 
of the Romish Priesthood,” though “the cause of truth imperi- 
ously requires ” an exposure of their “ dishonest management ;” 
I proclaim that whoever is guilty of such doings deserves to be 
fully exposed; but who that is, the foregoing pages will have 
amply decided. Catholic divines had every thing to gain, and 
certainly nothing to fear from a full citation of the whole chapter 
of St. Ambrose: but it is equally manifest that they could not 
have deemed it expedient to weary their readers with superfluous 
accumulation of evidence. 

We have now gained Mr. Faber’s last intrenchment, defended 
as he vainly supposes, by the illustrious St. Gregory of Nyssa. 
He is trumpeted forth as of all the writers of the fourth and fifth 
century, the most copious in his illustrative proofs of moral 
change. “He may, indeed,” says Mr. Faber in glistening exul- 
tation, “be well said to have exhausted the subject: for he has 
“ established, past all reasonable doubt, that, however grandilo- 
“quently some of the postnicene Fathers might speak of the 
“ Eucharistic transmutation ; they, in reality, acknowledged no 
“change, save that which is simply moral or sacramental.” 
Before I transcribe the quotation from St. Gregory of Nyssa, let 
me observe, that if it has never occurred to Mr. Faber, it must 
have often struck his readers, that the very use of this “ grandi- 
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loquence” by the Fathers, is itself strong evidence of their 
belief in Transubstantiation. For the difference is so awfully 
great, between that belief and the doctrine of mere moral change, 
that it would have been perniciously exposing their people to 
serious error, if they had indulged in extravagant terms, where 3 
there was the greatest need of cautious precision. Mr. Faber. 
may say that this danger was obviated by their illustrations of 
moral change at other times; but the rarity of these, compared 
with the other expressions, added to the little power which they 
could have to affect the strong, clear, positive doctrine taken up 
δῦ once from the “ grandiloquent” expressions, makes it evident 
that the Fathers in Mr. Faber’s system never could have ventured 
to speak thus grandiloquently, if they had not believed and taught 
Transubstantiation. Let Mr. Faber make the experiment from 
his-own pulpit: let him repeat the language so abounding in the 
holy Fathers, which he designates as turgid, extravagant and. 
grandiloquent ; and then let hich make the utmost of all that hel 
can pick out from a few Fathers, inculcating, as he falsely imagines, 
a mere moral change; and the result will assuredly be, that his 
hearers will depart satisfied that he has been proving Tran- 
substantiation. But now to proceed with his quotation from 
St. Gregory of Nyssa, who flourished in the fourth century. 
*¢ Since this holy altar, at which we stand, is in its nature only. 
* a common stone, differing nothing from those other flat tablets, 
‘which are built into our walls or which ornament our pavements; rf 
“ but, when it has been dedicated to the service of God and has 
“received the benediction, it is a holy table, an unpolluted altar, 
“ὁ no longer indiscriminately handled by all, but touched only by 
“ the priests and even by them with pious caution : and, again, 
“ since the bread is originally mere common bread; but, when 
“the mystery shall have wrought its sanctification, it is both 
* called and is the body of Christ: thus the mystic oil, thus the 
“ wine, though of small value before the benediction, respectively 
“ operate with mighty power after sanctification by the Spirit. 
“The same potency of the word, moreover, effects a venerable 
“and honourable priest: when, through the newness of the 
ἐς benediction, the individual is separated from common fellowship — 
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‘“‘ with the many. For, only yesterday and the day before, he 
“was nothing more than one of the laity: but now he is set 
“ forth, as a leader, as a professor, as a teacher of piety, as a 
* hierophant of the hidden mysteries. And these things he does, 
“ not at all changed in body or in form: but he does them ; 
* being, in outward appearance, the same person that he was 
“ before ; though, in his invisible soul, through a certain invisible 
* power and grace, being metamorphosed into a better condition.’”* 
This passage is so consoling, so satisfying, so unctuous to the 
very soul of our champion of moral change, that he declines all 

equment exultingly terminates his Chapter, and finishes the 
wholg. subject of Transubstantiation, with the following brief 
sentences. ‘This remarkable passage speaks for itself. From 
* no commentary can it derive greater clearness and perspicuity 
** than it already possesses.” 

The reader is not however to account for Mr. Faber’s extreme 
delight, by supposing this to be a passage newly discovered, or 
now for the first time introduced. It is an old affair; it has been 
already twice produced by himself, and as often has his argument 

- from it been refuted. Dr. Corless well exposed it in a valuable 
pamphlet, and it was regularly noticed in my Reply to Mr. Faber’s 
_ Supplement.t Experience has too often proved that Mr. Faber 
is a most dishonourable disputant. It is in vain to expect from 
him even a notice of the most serious refutation ; he coolly repeats 
his argument, as if it had never been answered. Occasionally 
indeed he takes a hint, and corrects some error that has been 
exposed, but without the smallest acknowledgment of his former 
_ delinquency. Thus when he first quoted the passage before us 
in his first edition of Difficulties of Romanism,{ and in a pamphlet 
: against Dr. Corless,|| he had falsified the text by introducing the 
words “ In a similar manner,” whereas the Greek is merely σάλι, 
again, and inserting Eucharistic before bread which is not in the 


_* S. Grea. Nyssen. in Bapt. Christ. Op. vol. ii, p. 801, 2. Paris 1615. 
᾿ς t See Catholic Doctrine of Transubstantiation proved from the early Fathers. 
by Rev. G. Corless, page 19, and Reply to Faber’s Supplement, by Rev. 
F.C. Husenbeth, page 164. 
my . t Page 71—Note. 
|| Testimony of the early Church against Transubstantiation, page 13. 
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text, and falsely translating thus: “ Jt becomes, and is called the 
“body of Christ,’ whereas St. Gregory wrote λέγεταί τε καὶ. 
γίνεται; meaning, it is called and is the body of Christ. These 
little contrivances are dropped in his present more accurate 
translation : but they are dropped in cautious silence. 

Mr. Faber is guilty of much more .serious controversial — 
dishonesty, by taking no notice of the just refutation of his former | 
argument grounded on this passage of St. Gregory of Nyssa. 
Dr. Corless had shewn that St. Gregory is not here adducing 
various moral changes, to illustrate by parity the change in the > 
Eucharist, and so to prove that to.be only a moral change also; 
but he is treating on the excellence of Baptism, and extolling the - 
power of consecration. He gives various instances of this power, — 
by which things common before, become holy ; and among other 
instances, he refers to the Blessed Eucharist, where bread, by 
virtue of consecration is called and is the body of Christ. And the 
inference to which he leads is simply this: that the water of Bap~ 
tism is not to be thought of lightly, because by divine consecration” 
it is sanctified, and operates powerfully on the person baptized. 
The introduction of the Eucharistic change among others only 
moral, does not intimate that this is only a moral change, like the 
rest; because St. Gregory’s object was not to point out the 
exact nature or extent of his illustrative changes, but merely to 
enumerate various instances, where consecration produces ἃ 
powerful effect. As an illustration, the Eucharistic change would 
have answered his purpose, whether it had been moral or physical; 
for all that he sought to establish, was the powerful effect of 
consecration to make that holy, which before was common. But 
after all, St. Gregory does not confine himself to instances of 
moral changes, but like St. Ambrose in the passage last discussed, 
intermingles examples of physical and substantial changes 
These Mr. Faber keeps out of sight, closing his quotation witl 
his wonted dexterity just one sentence above these latter illus 
trations. ‘The reader then will observe that the Saint continue 
thus from the end of Mr. Faber’s citation. 

** And thus adverting to many things, you will see that aha 


“ things which appear are contemptible, but that those things 
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“ are great which are by them effected : and this more especially 
‘when you shall have collected from the Old History, things 
“ς homogeneous and similar. The rod of Moses was of hazel. 
“ And what else was it but a common stick, which any hand 
*‘ cuts and carries, and shapes to its purpose, and if it pleases, 


throws into the fire? But when God chose to perform by it 
-“ those wonders sublime, and not to be expressed in words, the 
“rod was changed into a serpent. And again, elsewhere, 


“ striking the waters at one time, it made the water become 
“ἐς blood, at another it produced an infinite generation of frogs. 
And again, it divided the sea, which was separated to the 


_ bottom, and did not flow together.”*. Thus it might as well 
be said that St. Gregory denied a real substantial change of the 


waters into blood, as of the bread into the body of Christ; and 
he evidently introduces both examples, not to direct attention to 
their exact nature, but merely as illustrations of the ἀμ of 
consecration upon the water of Baptism. 

So far, indeed, from any proof being afforded by this passage 
against Transubstantiation, there is one expression which forcibly 
proves that St. Gregory of Nyssa firmly believed it... For he 
does not content himself with saying : it is called the body of 


_ Christ, though this would have sufficed for moral change, but 


he says, as if to prevent misapprehension, and distinguish this 


change carefully from all the rest, it is both called and 1s the 
body of Christ. The several changes then are not compared 


4 


 * Kal δύτως ἐπὶ πολλοὶ τῶν πραγματῶν φέρων τὸν γοῦν, εὐκατα- 
φρόνητα μὲν ὄψει τὰ φαινύμενα; μεγείλα, δὰ Th dm ἐκείνων τελούμενα" 
αἱ μώλιςα, ὅταν ἐκ τῆς παλαιᾶς isopkas ἀναλέξῃη Ta ovyfevi Te 
ζυτουμενν καὶ ὅμοια. Te Μωύσέως ἡ baldos ἡ “as καρυΐνη. Καὶ τί 


Ἂν τ ἄλλο, ἢ ξύλον κοινὸν, ὃ Taga yelp κοπῆει καὶ φέρει; pub ices τε 


pes τὸ Sony, καὶ TO πυρὶ κατ ἔξουσὶαν δίδωσιν" ἡνίκα δὲ 6 Θεὸς 
ne ἔλησεν ἐπιτελέσαι δὶ ἐκείνης Tee ὑψηλὰ καὶ Te λόγου κρείπονα 
Θαύματα, μετεξαλλετο τὸ ξύλον εἰς ogi. καὶ πάλιν ἑτέρωθι τύπτων 

δ ὕθατα "ποτὲ μὲν αἷμα τὸ ὕδωρ ξποὶς!, pone de βατράχων γονὴν 
a λυζεν ἄπειρον. καὶ πάλιν τὴν ϑαλατταν ἔτεμνε μεχρὶ βυθῶν 
ae καὶ μὴ cuppiougaye—S. Greg. Nysseni, in Baplismum 


Christi —p. 802. Tom. Il.—Edit. Paris, 1615. 
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together ; they are not cited as alike in their nature and extent ; 
but the Saint adduces them merely for the one point in which 
they all agree, namely, in exhibiting the power of divine conse- 
cration. | | 
The reader will remember that in the first example of this final _ 
Section, Mr. Faber had acted in the same dishonourable way 
with a quotation from St. Cyril of Jerusalem. As St. Gregory. 
of Nyssa casually instanced the Eucharist, to illustrate the 
sanctity of the water used in the Sacrament of Baptism, 50. 
St. Cyril had employed the same illustration, to shew the sanctity 
of the holy ointment, or chrism in the Sacrament of Confirmation. 
St. Gregory was no more called upon to stop to explain the 
difference in the nature of the Eucharistic change in his dis- 
course on Baptism, than St. Cyril in his Catechesis on Cond 
firmation. But as I have copiously shewn St. Cyril’s belief in 
Transubstantiation, from the multiplied proofs in his direct 
discourses on the Eucharist : so it will be equally easy to prove 
that St. Gregory of Nyssa held and inculcated the same, when 


professedly treating on the subject. 
It is time to let the reader into the true secret of Mr. Faber’s | 
ingenious artifices in both instances. These two Fathers, SS. 
Cyril of Jerusalem and Gregory of Nyssa are remarkable for th a 
very strong and clear language, in which they give most evident 
proof of their belief in Transubstantiation: hence Mr. Faber’s 
solicitude to nullify their magnificent expressions. Catholic 
divines have nothing to fear from the production of those passage 
which he falsely insinuates that we shrink from exhibiting; 
but on his part he is particularly careful at the same time not to 
place before his readers those other passages, where St. Gregory 
of Nyssa speaks out with striking precision upon the subject of 
Transubstantiation. One indeed he ventures to give, but only 
in the original Greek; and even so, he does not give it as it 
stands in the text, but joins two sentences together, which are 
more than thirty lines apart in the original, actually uniting 
them in the most felicitous connexion by a simple comma ! ΝΕ E 
reader will readily guess the reason of this stratagem. St. 
Gregory in the place referred to, is so copious and explicit on — 
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Transubstantiation, that Mr. Faber knew how fatal it would be 
to poor moral change to quote the text entire; and therefore 
with a convenient comma, but without the least intimation of the 
wide chasm between, he has deceitfully hemmed in the holy 
Father’s thirty lines in a single sentence. I beg the reader to 


attend and judge for himself. Here is Mr. Faber’s quotation— 


~ Φ᾽ »Ὕ ~ : ~ ~ 
Καλῶς οὖν καὶ yoy τὸν τῷ λόγῳ TS Oc’ ὡγιαζόμενον ἄρτον eis 
σῶμα τὸ Θεῖ Λόγου μεταποιέισθαι πιστένομαι, πρὸς ἐκεῖνο μετα- 


στοιχειώσας τῶν φαινομένων τὴν φύσι. Which is in English 
as follows, but Mr. Faber has not given ἃ translation.— 


“ Rightly therefore I now believe that the bread sanctified 
“by the word of God is transmuted into the body of the 


“ Word of God, having changed into that the nature of those | 


“ things which appear.’ The words in Italics belong in reality 
to a sentence about thirty lines further on; and this when 
supplied, will help the Greek scholar to a nominative for 
vetacloryemocas, having changed, or if we could so say, trans- 
elemented, which is puzzling enough as it stands in unhallowed 
union with quite another sentence, by means of Mr. Faber’s 
incongruous comma. Well might he decline translating such an 
unmeaning sentence. Yet this man has elsewhere taunted me 
about Greek construction. 

The passage occurs in the great Catechetical Oration of St. 
Gregory of Nyssa. In the 37th chapter, the holy Father insti- 
tutes an enquiry, how the human body attains salvation and im- 
mortality. Man, he argues, being of two natures, must be saved 


by means adapted to each. The soul arrives at her ultimate end, 


the happy union with her God, by means of faith. But the body 


must be united with him by others means. For as he that has 


taken poison counteracts its deadly force by swallowing some 
antidote, so we, having tasted that which is deadly to our nature, 


‘must repel it by a contrary remedy. What shall this be? asks 
the holy Father. He answers, that it is no other than that body, 
which was victorious over death, and is to us the principle of life. 


But, he says, nothing can be within our bodies, unless by being 
eaten and drunk it is mixed with our very substance. ᾿Αλλὰ 
μὴν oun ἔστι ἄλλως ἐντὸς τὶ γίγνεσθαι τοῦ σώματος, μὴ διὰ 
βρώσεως καὶ πόσεως τοῖς σπλάζχνοις κα]αμιγνύμενον. It must 
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already appear plainly, that St. Gregory never dreamt of 
moral change; but observe how he pursues the necessity o ἰ 
actual manducation of Christ’s true body. “It is therefore 
“necessary to receive the vivifying power of the Spirit in 
“that manner which is possible to our nature. But as 
“that body alone which receives God can receive that grace, 
“and it has been shewn that it is not possible for our bod 
“to be otherwise in immortality, than by becoming a par- 
“taker in incorruption by communion with the immortal; i 
“‘ig proper to consider how it is possible for that one body, 
“distributed as it is continually to so many thousands of th 
“faithful throughout the whole world, to be entire in» cach 
“one by a part, and to remain entire in itself.” Now I ask 7 
even the Fathers of the Council of Trent. could have expresse 
more strongly, more indisputably, their firm belief in Transuk 
stantiation. Or could any man with common honesty, nay with 
ordinary apprehension of language, suppose that such an enquir 
could have been made in the belief of a mere moral change? O 
all this, Mr. Faber, of course, says ποῦ ἃ syllable, nor of more t , 
I must place before the reader, before we shall arrive at hit 
patched-up quotation. a 

St. Gregory, after shewing by apposite examples that ou 
bodies owe their size and substance to the food with which the 
are nourished, and observing that bread and water with wine are 
the chief food of man, proceeds to explain how the body of Chris 
in man’s body, gives life to the whole nature of those who hz γι 
true faith, and yet is not itself diminished: σῶς τὸ ἐν ἐκείνῳ come 
τῷ XploTov, πασαν Cwororee τὴν τῶν ἀνθρώπων φύσιν) ἐν ὅσοις ἢ BOT! 
ἐςὶ, πρὸς πάντα μεριζόμενον καὶ ὠυτὸ οὐ μειούμενον.. He argues, tha ἃ 

* ᾿Ουχκοῦν emavalxes κατεὶ τὸν δυνατὸν τὴ φύσει τρόπον τὴν ζοοποίο 
dv’ ναμιν" 78 πγεύματος δέξασθαι. μόνον δὰ 78 ὡεοδόχου σώμαῇ 
ἐκείνου ταύτην δεξαμένου χὴν χάριν; ἄλλως δὲ Dex ϑέντος μὴ; εἶνα 
δυνατὸν ἐν ἀδιανασία γενέσθαι τὴ ἡμέτερον TOLL, εἶ μὴ διὸ τὴς 
τὸ αθανατον κοινωνίας ἐν μεϊουσία τὴς ὠφθαρσὶας γενόμενον" es 
προσήκει; πῶς ἐγένετο δυνατὸν τὸ ey ἔκεινο σωμα τῶις τοσαύταις Τ ώ 
πιστῶν μυριάσι κατὰ πᾶσαν τὴν δικουμένην εἰσαξ! κααμεριζὸμει 


ὅλον ἐν ἑκάσῳ died τοῦ μέρους γενέσθαι, καὶ ὠντὸ μένειν ἐφ᾽ ed 
Sx oy.—-S. GreG. ΝΎΒΒΕΝ. Catechetica Oratio. Cap. xxxvii. p 534. Tom. 
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as Christ when on earth was principally nourished by bread, so 
that it became in a manner his substance, our bodies feeding on 
the body of Christ, become in some sort the same as He is, by 
the food being converted into the very nature of our bodies: 
λόγῳ Twi ταὐτὸν ἣν ἐκείνῳ, τὴς τροφῆς, καϑῶς εἴρηται; πρὸς. τὴν τῷ 
σώματος φύσιν μεθις ἀμένης. He observes therefore, that our bodies 
by the Word of God dwelling within them are transmuted to a 
dignity absolutely divine: τὸ δὲ cwua τὴ ἐνοικήσει τοῦ Oss Aoyov 
πρὸς τὴν ϑεϊκὴν ἐξίαν μετεποιήϑη. 
We now come to Mr. Faber’s quotation, and its uit tine will 
be readily perceived. ‘The words are literally as follows, forming 
the obvious conclusion of the holy Father’s argument. 
τ “Rightly therefore I now believe that the bread sanctified by 
“the word of God is transmuted into the body of the Word of 
“ God.” (Here by a comma, Mr. Faber connects a clause distant 
thirtyfive lines in the text; but St. Gregory after a full stop, 
proceeds thus.) ‘For that body was virtually bread. But it 
“ was sanctified by the inhabitation of the word, who dwelt in 
“ the flesh as in a tabernacle. Therefore by the same reason. as 
“the bread in that body, being transmuted, passes into divine 
“‘ power, the same is now effected in like manner. For there 
“the grace of the word made a holy body, the substance. of 
“ which was from bread, and in a certain sense was itself bread : 
“and here, in like manner, the bread, as the Apostle says, is 
_ © sanctified by the word of God and prayer, not passing into the 
“ body of the Word in the way of food, and drink, but instantly 
“transmuted in the body of the Word, as it was said by the 
“Word: This is my body.’* After three more sentences, 


si ig Καλῶς οὖν καὶ νῦν, τὸν τῷ λόγῳ τὸ Ac¥ ἁγιαζόμενον ἄρτον εἰς 
σι μα τὸ Θεῖ λόγου με!αποιῶσϑαι πιστεύομαι. Καὶ yep ἐκεῖνο τὸ 
τὸ σῶμα, aplos τῇ δϑυνέμει ἣν. Ἡγιάσθη δὰὲ τὴ ἐπισκηνώσει τῇ 
͵ Ab you Te σχηνωσαντος ἐν TH σαρκί. ᾿ὈΟυκοῦν ὅϑεν ὁ ἐν ἐκείνῳ TO 
σώματι μεταποιηϑεὶς a ἄρτος; εἰς ϑείαν μετέφη δύναμιν; διὰ τὰ ὠυτοῦ 
χαὶ voy τὸ Ἶσον ᾿ γνέται. "Exe τε yep ἢ τὸ Aion χάρις; ἅγιον ἐποιᾶτο 
σῶμα, ᾧ ἐκ Te ἄρτου ἡ σύστασις ἦν, καὶ τρόπον τινὰ καὶ ἀυτὸ ἄρ]ος; 
καθώς φησιν ὃ οὐποστολος: ὡγιάζεται διὸ λογου Océ καὶ ἐντεύξιως, 
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which it would be superfluous to quote, St. Gregory thus finally 
sums up his argument, ending with the words which Mr. Faber 
has patched on to quite another sentence. j 

“Since therefore that flesh which has received God, has 
“ received that part to constitute her own substance; and the 
᾿ © Word when made manifest, mixed himself up with the perish- 
“ able nature of man, in order that the humanity might be deified 
“ by the communication of the divinity; on this account by the 
“ dispensation of his grace, does he implant himself by the flesh 
“in all the faithful, whose substance is from wine and bread, 
“ commingling himself with the bodies of the faithful, so that by 
“union with the immortal, man also may be a_partaker of 
“immortality. But these things he gives by virtue of the 
ἐς benediction having changed (transelemented) into that the natu 2 
“ of those things which appear.”* Now the reader will know hoy 
to understand this clause, which is appended by Mr. Faber, is 
wholly inexplicable. He will see who it is that has changed, 
namely the Word, and what that is, into which he has changed 
the nature of the elements, namely into his own true, substantial 
body and blood. Mr. Faber confined his quotation to the first 
sentence, and tacked on to it the concluding line of the Chapter, 
But the single sentence which he gave amply suffices to attest 
St. Gregory’s belief in Transubstantiation. Mr. Faber attemp 5 
no commentary, except a repetition of his former sophistry that 
the holy Father’s illustrative comparison, already noticed, shew: , 


οὐ διὰ βρώσεως καὶ πύσεως προϊὼν εἰς τὸ σῶμα τῷ Λόγου, ἀλλ᾽ εὐθὺς 
πρὸς τὸ σῶμα τῷ λὸγου μεταποιούμενος, καθὼς ξιρηται ὑπὸ τῇ Λογὃν 
ὅτι τοῦτο ἐς! τὸ σῶμα μου.--ὃ. Grea. Nyssen. Catech. Orat. Cap. 37. 

* Ἐπεὶ οὖν καὶ τῦτο μέρος ἡ ϑεοδόχος ἐκείνε σὼρξ πρὸς τὴν σύςασιν 
ἑαυ]ὴς παρεδέξατο" ὁ δὲ φανερωϑεις Λογος διὸ Tero κατέμιξεν ἑαυτὸν, 
τὴ ἐπικῆρῳ τῶν ἀνθρώπων φύσει, ἵνα τὴ Tis ϑεότητος κοινωνίῳ συνάπ' » 
“θεωρηθὴ τὸ ἂν βρωπώον" τοῦτον Yay πᾶσι τοῖς πετιςευκοσι τὴ δικονο εἴα 
τὴς χαίριτος, ἑαυτὸν ἐνσπείρει διαὶ Tis σαρκὸς, οἷς ἡ σύστασις ἐξ OWOD 
Te καί aplou ἐστὶ Tols σώμασι τῶν πεπιστευκότων κα]ακιρνείμενος» ὡς, 
ἄν τὴ πρὸς τὸ ὠϑάνατον ἑνώσει, καὶ ἄνθρωπος τὴς ἀφθαρσίας μέτοχον. 
γένοιτο. Ταῦτα, δὲ δίδωσι, τὴ τὴς ξυλογίας δυνώμει πρὸς ἐκεῖνο. 
μεταστοιχείωσας τῶν φαινομένων τὴν φυσιν.--ϑ. GruG. Nyss. loco οἰαίο.. 
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that he only meant here a moral change. But whom will Mr. 
_ Faber persuade of such absurdity, that has eyes to see or ears to 
hear? The whole Chapter from which Mr. Faber has just 
ventured to cite two sentences, and even those garbled and 
mutilated, clearly proves his belief in Transubstantiation. Its 
argumentation is subtile, and perhaps tedious; but the Saint’s 
belief is manifest, and that suffices for our purpose. The man 
who could write a long Chapter, to explain how the body of 
Christ became our very substance, and commingled with our 
very constitution, when received as our food, could such a man 
have held a mere moral presence of that body, that is no real 
presence at all? 

This testimony however, splendid as it is, is not the only one 
to be found in the works of St. Gregory of Nyssa, who has been 
styled the Father of the Fathers. In his Book On the Life of 
Moses, he takes occasion from the manna to speak of the Holy 
Eucharist, of which Christ himself has taught us to consider it 
an illustrious figure. These are his words. ὃ 

“« And thus he is to receive within himself with a purified soul 
“ the food which descends from above: which no sowing has 
produced for us by the arts of agriculture, but which is bread 
ἐς prepared for us without sowing and ploughing descending from 
“ above, and found upon the earth. But you know well, this 
(ὁ true food according to the figure of the history, that the bread 
“‘ which comes down from heaven, is not any incorporeal thing. 
ἐς For how should a thing incorporeal become nourishment to the 
“ body? But assuredly what is not incorporeal, is a body. But 
the body of this bread neither ploughing nor sowing produced by 
“ agriculture: but the earth remaining as it is, is found full of 
“ this divine food, with which the hungry are filled, who have 
_ “learned the mystery of the Virgin through this miracle. 
| “ Therefore this bread not produced by agriculture, is also the 
; = Word* 
αὶ Καὶ οὕτως τὴν ἄνωϑεν κατιᾶσαν τροφὴν ἐν ἑαυτῷ καϑαρᾷ TH ψυχὴ 
δέξασθαι" ἣν οὐ σπορὲ ἡμὴν Tols ἐκ γεωπονίας ὠνέφυσεν, GAA. ἔτοιμος 
ἄρτος ἀσπορύός τε καὶ ἀνήρωτος: ἄνωϑεν μὲν κατιῶν, ἐπὶ δὰ γὴς ξυρισκό- 
μένος. Nods δὲ πάντως τὴν ἐληθὴ ταύτεν βρωσιν δια Te κατὰ τὴν 

91 
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Here is plain evidence of Transubstantiation: for the holy 
Father calls the Eucharist a body, and bread not produced by 
agriculture, and declares it to be the Word, our divine Saviour 
himself. No believer in mere moral change could have spoken 
thus. For bread, even when morally changed as to its aca 
and made holy, is still bread produced by previous tillage, not 
can it be truly called the Word, as St. Gregory calls the holy 
Eucharist. If Mr. Faber knew of this passage, he must be 
questioned in his own words: “ Why would he not by its honest 
“ production, enable his friends of the laity to form, by their own 
“ocular inspection, a really just and accurate éstimate of the 
“litigated question?” And he may take to himself his own 
answer: “Truly he well knew that such a step would have been 
“fatal to his cause.” For no thinking man would, after reading 
these positive testimonies of St. Gregory to the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation, prefer to gather the Saint’s belief from a bart 
casual illustration thrown in among many others, when the autho 
was treating of the power of regeneration in Baptism, rather than 
from the strong, invincible language employed when speaking 
professedly of this adorable Sacrament of the Eucharist. ᾿ 

Wherefore I may legitimately sum up the arguments of thé 
present Section on Transubstantiation, by reminding the reader 
that Mr. Faber has signally failed in every point of his corres- 
ponding Chapter. He attempted to shew that the ancient 
Fathers understood the words of Christ on the Eucharist, only it 
a figurative sense: I have met him upon every one of his quo: 
tations from St. Ireneus, Tertullian, St. Cyprian, Theodoret, 
SS. Jerom and Augustin and Rabanus Maurus; and have shewn 
that no one of these understood our Lord in a figurative, to the 


isoptay ὠινίγματος ὅτι ὃ ἀρ)ος ὃ ἐκ Te δυρανοῦ καταξες Gux εἰσώμα: ἐν 
τι χρῆμα, ἐστὶ" np yep ὧν od pci τροφὴ γένοιτο Ta ὁ ἀσώματον: ; τὸ δὲ 
σῶμα τούτου τὸ ἄρτου ὅτε paces ὅτε σπορεὶ ἐνεῶργησεν" ὡλλὲ i ) γῇ 
oid ἔστι μείνασα, mips ἑυρίσκεται τὴς ϑείας ταύτης τροφῆς, ἧς οἱ 
πεινῶντες μετέχουσι; τὸ κατὼ τὴν παρθένον μυς ἥριον διοὶ τῆς ϑαυμάτο- 
ποιΐας ταύτης προπαιδευόμενοι. Οὐυτῶς τοῖνυν ὃ ὠγεώργηγος ἄρτος» καὶ 
Λὸγος ξστί.---ϑ. Greg. Nyss. Lib. de vita Mosis. circa med. Op. Tom. 1» 
p- 214. Paris, 1615. ee 
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exclusion of the literal sense. In like manner I have patiently 


gone through and refuted his thirteen statements of early writers, 


adduced in hopes of proving that the consecrated elements were 
mere types and representations of Christ’s body and blood ; after 
which his subsequent remarks about the use of the hab type 
and image in the Church received due attention. His six pre- 
tended assertions of early writers, of the necessity of explaining 
our Lord’s words spiritually, and his seven denials by others of 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation, have been respectively 
explained and contradicted. His five probative testimonies of 
the novelty of Transubstantiation have been totally annihilated ; 


‘and his reasoning on the secret discipline shewn to be false and 
futile. Finally, his last effort to explain away the positive testi- 


monies of the Fathers as to areal substantial change, by the 
alledged contradictions of the same Fathers themselves, has been 
exposed as the most refined sophistry and dishonest artifice of 
controversial warfare, wholly at variance with every acknow- 
ledged principle of honour and upright criticism. 

To what then does Mr. Faber’s laboured dissertation really 
amount? To an attempt to degrade the most sublime mystery 
of the Eucharist, to the commonest sign and the poorest figure ; 
and to a zealous wish to persuade his readers, that there is no 
flesh and no blood present, and yet that both flesh and blood 
are really taken and received in the Eucharist! There is a 
well-known engraving, which represents our Blessed Saviour, 
with his own memorable words: “ This is my body ;” Luther 
on one side, and the words : “ Here is my body ;” and Calvin 
on the other, with : “This represents my body.” Under the 


whole, is the question : “ Which are we to believe ?” ΤῸ these 


I would add the head of Mr. Faber, subjoining these words : 
This is, and is not my body.” For such in truth is the sorry 


: figment of Faberism, and the sole result of this author’s experi- 
‘mental researches on the great and awful mystery of the 
| Blessed Eucharist. 


_ Yet who shall say that the wild licence of private interpreta- 

on will stop even at Mr. Faber’s absurd position? When men 

once depart from the faith delivered to the saints. and set up 
3 1.2 
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their own proud judgment against the uniform doctrine of God’s 
holy and unerring Church, they will run out to the full length of 
licentious interpretation of the sacred text. As a warning, 
therefore, to Mr. Faber and all such, let me here observe that 
Joseph John Gurney, a man of great authority in the Society of 
Friends, a biblical scholar, and not unacquainted with the writings 
of the Fathers has gone even deeper still, and brought down the 
adorable Sacrament toa mere nullity ; and yet professes to prove 
his point at great length from the Holy Scriptures. “ Amystical 
“ importance,” he says, “is attached to this outward rite, which 
“ appears to have no foundation in the original use of this ordi- 
‘mance, och ed. no arguments need now be advanced to prove’ 
“that this spiritual eating and drinking has no necessary or 
“ even peculiar connexion with any external ceremony ; and 
“ that, in every time and place, it may be the privilege of the 
“ humble Christian, who lives by faith in the Son of God.’* 
On Protestant principles he is even right. The shrewd Quaker 
could plainly see, that if once a real presence and manducation | 
be abandoned, the connexion between the spiritual participation 
and the empty bread and wine, is too slender to be worth 
retaining ; and he had the good sense to perceive, that the 
Christian may feed on Christ by faith, as well in any other 
place, as at the communion table of a Protestant Church. But 
for our part, flying with horror from these low, degrading inno 
vations, let us exclaim with the Prince of the Apostles : “ Lord, 
“ to whom shall we go, but to thee?’ Let us firmly believe 
his divine word: This 1s my body ; and hold fast the true, 
primitive, and perpetual doctrine of his holy Church, expressed 
in that one significant word, TRANSUBSTANTIATION. ae 


©. 


* Observations on the religious peculiarities of the Society of Friends ; bye 
Joseph John Gurney. Chapter iv. a 
ΤᾺ 
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LITURGIES. 


Mr. Faber has added to his whole work an Appendix, distributed 
into four Numbers, in which he treats of the following important 
subjects: Liturgies,—Auricular Confession,—Satisfaction,—and 
Anglican Orders. The first of these has such close connexion 
with the subject of Transubstantiation just concluded, that it will 
be most convenient and appropriate to consider it in this place. 

The Bishop of Strasbourg had presented his readers with 


‘copious extracts from the ancient Liturgies,* and had argued 


forcibly from their uniform language on the: Blessed Eucharist, 


that they clearly proved Transubstantiation to have been the 


belief of the Church from the days of the Apostles. Mr. Faber, 
in the first edition of his Difficulties of Romanism, passed by the 
Bishop’s argument founded upon the Liturgies without a single 
comment. Dr. Trevern in his Answer very naturally expressed 
his astonishment at this; and as naturally inferred that his 
antagonist did not reply to his reasoning, because he could not. 
In his second edition now before us, Mr. Faber thus writes in 
his ludicrously pompous manner: ‘ Encouraged by my tacitur- 
*‘ nity, Dr. Trevern unhappily mistook systematic mercy for 
* overwhelming terror.” He adds, that he was unwilling’to hurt 
the feelings of so amiable an individual as the Bishop ;—that his 
evidence seemed “ample enough, without going into the very 
“inferior question of the Liturgies ;’—that he had no wish to 
dissect the Bishop, and expose his very reprehensible conduct, 
deeming his argument quite beneath the gravity of serious 
criticism. But he now changes his tone and purpose; and since 


the Bishop without “any very surpassing measure of :discretion, 


“loudly and somewhat insultingly dares to the combat his 
* supposed shrinking antagonist,” he must, “ when thus bearded, 
“ be even content to buckle on his armour.” So we read that 
another doughty knight “one morning before day, in the scorching 
“ month of July, put on his armour, mounted Rozinante, buckled 
re Amicable Discussion, translated by Rev. W. Richmond, vol. 1. letter ix. 


page 353, and Answer to (1st Edition of) Difficulties of Romanism, chapter iii. 
page 181. 
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“ his ill-contrived helmet, braced his target, seized his lance, and — 
“ through the back door of his yard sallied into the fields in a 
“ rapture of joy, occasioned by this easy and successful beginning — 
“ of his admirable undertaking.’* If this conceited vapouring 
of Mr. Faber were worth serious attention, or likely to obtain — 
sober credit, I might here protest against all such affectation in 
controversial warfare. If Dr. Trevern had constructed a lame 
argument, it was proper for his opponent to refute it; if the 
question of the Liturgies was of such inferior moment, it would 
be expected of a sagacious adversary to prove it so; and if the 
Bishop had acted dishonourably or reprehensibly, he deserved 
castigation and exposure. No one however who knows the meri 
and powers of the respective combatants, will surmise that th J 
Bishop would care or suffer, for any thing his antgonist could 
inflict. Ἢ 
But it is time to see what Mr. Faber has now to say to the 
argument from the Liturgies. He first lays it down, that the 
Liturgies were not committed to writing until the fifth century 5 
that before that period whatever existed of them “ traditionally ἢ 
“ floated only in the memories of the priesthood, or partially a 
“least might be caught up by the imperfect recollection of chal 
“laity.” That if any change of doctrine took place, a corres-— 
ponding change or heightening of expression would tacitlyand 
almost imperceptibly take place also. That when the Liturgies 
came to be written, they could not exhibit the doctrine of a much 
earlier period, unless some ancient independent evidence 8 ddi- 
tionally proved the reception of that doctrine from the bein oi 
Hence he concludes, that the Liturgies can only attest the " 
doctrine of the fifth eentury, when they were first eomnam ὦ 
writing. i 

It is not necessary in order to refute this reasoning, to go in 
the much disputed question, whether some of the Liturgies had 
not been committed to writing long before the fifth century. 
Mr. Faber decides the doubt with summary dogmatism: “ Ni 
“ one of the old Liturgies, as it is well known, was committed to 


* See the History and Adventures of the Renowned Don Quixote, vol. τ΄ 
chapter li. 
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writing until the fifth century.” There are however grave 
‘ reasons to support the contrary opinion. To instance but one 
or two of these: Origen replies to an accusation of Celsus, who 
said “ that he had seen barbarous volumes, in the hands of certain 
“ὁ priests of our religion containing names of demons and prodi- 
“ gies.”* Origen does not deny the existence of the books, 
which were evidently those containing the forms of the Liturgy ; 
but contents himself with assuring his adversary that those who 
worship God according to the Christian rite, are above the power 
of demons. St. Jerom in his Catalogue of ecclesiastical writers, 
says of St. Hilary Bishop of Poitiers about the middle of the 
fourth century: “ There is also his other book of Hymns and 
“ Mysteries.” For several other curious and important evidences, 
the reader may consult the two valuable works mentioned below; 
and they will at least satisfy him that it ill became Mr. Faber to 
pronounce thus positively. 

If however for argument sake, we grant Mr. Faber’s position, 
that not one of the Liturgies was written earlier than the fifth cen- 
tury, we shall certainly not concede that before that period, the 
Liturgies only floated in the memories of the priests, or were 
imperfectly caught up by the laity. When it is considered that 
the subject of the Liturgical forms was of the most awful nature, 
and that they involved the correct doctrines of faith on the most 
important and august mysteries of the Christian Religion ; it must 
be manifest, that the words of the Liturgy, instead of merely 
floating in the memory, like the lines of a poem, or the incidents 
of a narrative, would be treasured up with cautious reverence, 
and preserved with the most exact fidelity. Even the laity, who 

assisted continually at the celebration of the Liturgy, would well 
remember all that was usually pronounced aloud; and being all 
carefully instructed by their Catecheses as to what they were pre- 
ο  ἼἜρησεν᾽ ἑωρακέναι παρὸ tect πρεσξιυήέριος, τῆς ἡμετέρας, δόξης 
πυγχάνουσι Βιξλία βάρξαρα, δαιμόνων ὀνόματα ἔχοντα; καὶ τέραήξιας. 
Οπιαπν. contra Celsum. Lib. iv. circa medium. Pag. 302. Edit. Cantab, 1677- 
+ Se_vaceius—Antiquitatum Christiane Ecclesia, Lib. ii. Part i. 


ar vii. § 2. 
- Limnnartr—De Antiquis Liturgiis ete. Part i. Sec, i. Cap. iii. § 7. 
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cisely to believe of the sacred mysteries, would not only faithfully — 
keep the precious deposit of faith, but be ready to clamour δὲ 
the first appearance of novelty, and the least deviation from the 
sound form of words., The proof splendidly appears from the 
indisputable fact, that however the Liturgies had floated and been 
caught up, when they were at last regularly collected and com- 
mitted in writing, they were found from East and West to 
proclaim the selfsame faith, with nearly the same words in every 
part of the Catholic, or Universal Church. 
Thus it can never be asserted, witha shadow of probability, that 
any change of doctrine could have taken place gradually, or indeed 
at all. The constant use of the Liturgies would have been fatal to 
the least innovation. It is easy for Mr. Faber to form his small 
conjectures about the easy possibility of a gradual change of 
doctrine, causing a corresponding change or heightening of expres-_ 
sion. But let us put this theory to the test. When the whole 
body of the clergy were carefully initiated in the established form 
of the Liturgy, and were in the habit of using it almost eve Ἧ 
day, at the same time regarding it as most awful, too sacred even 
to be exposed to profane eyes by being committed to writing, or 
to profane ears by being recited aloud, or in the presence of the” 
uninitiated, how could any change of doctrine take place? Would 


have been at once a plain and immediate contradiction. In } ἢ 
Faber’s mistaken idea, the primitive faith was that of moral 
change, or that the Eucharist is not really but only figuratively 
and morally the body and blood of Christ. If persons who had 
been always taught thus, had beeninvited to change their belief for 
that of a real substantial presence, they would have been called 
upon to believe a doctrine as far exalted above their previous : 
faith, as the precious body of our divine Saviour is above a poor 
commemorative morsel of bread. Such a change of belief could” 
never have been introduced gradually. Nor in truth could its 
introduction have been accompanied by any heightening of 
expression. For unquestionably the words of our Lord himself 
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had always been in use; and I would ask, what words could 
ever be invented of more heightened expression than the simple, 


_ positive declaration: This 1s my body. 


Mr. Faber therefore is not supported in his theory by the least 


plausibility, and still less by any possibility. His conclusion is 
equally unfounded, that the Liturgies, when written, would only 


attest the doctrine of the fifth century, if unsupported by other 
ancient and previous testimony. He forgets that the very same 
reason which prevented the ancients from committing the 
Liturgies to writing, would operate effectually against their 
suffering the least innovation in the doctrine expressed in them. 
They were carefully preserved by tradition in every Church, 
and transmitted with scrupulous fidelity to the successive 
members of the clergy. What appeared in the fifth century was 
undoubtedly the same used in the fourth; this had been 
received as a most sacred deposit of faith from the third ; and 
the third had learned the exact form of words from those who 
had even heard the Apostles themselves. What else but this 
scrupulous care could have preserved that wonderful uniformity, 
which appeared when all the Liturgies were collected and com- 
mitted to writing? Surely if some change of doctrine had crept 
in, it would have been detected at last, and the presumed 
heightening of expression would have appeared in some Litur- 
gies. But no: they all exhibited the same doctrine, and in 


words ‘very little varied in all essentials. These are invincible 


proofs that the Liturgies are of themselves the clearest evidence 
of the faith from the beginning. 

_ Mr. Faber duly warns us, that he is far from admitting that 
the Liturgies do teach Transubstantiation: but if they did, 
he contends that their evidence is unavailable for want of “ yet 
“older distinct testimony.’ And I must equally admonish him 


_ that I am far from admitting that such older distinct testimony 
is not to be found, for the preceding pages have amply produced 


it; though I contend that the Liturgies afford satisfactory evidence 

without it. Mr. Faber proceeds to defend his reserved position, 

that the Liturgies do not teach Transubstantiation, by considering 

‘the several points of the following sentence, in which the Bishop 
3K 
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of Strasbourg had summed up the various matters connectec 
with Transubstantiation, as taught in the Liturgies. “'They all 
“ speak uniformly, and in expressions the most energetic, of our 
* doctrines. All proclaim with one voice the altar, the oblation, 
“ the unbloody sacrifice of the new covenant, the real present 3 
“ of me victim, the change of substance, and in fine, the adora- 
tion.” a 
1; tan then, of the Altar. Here, as the reader will be 
prepared to expect, Mr. Faber’s sole defence is the reproduction 
of his sorry figments already in the previous pages of the present) 
work patiently considered and thoroughly demolished, that the 
Altar was so styled merely because they offered upon it breac 
and wine previous to consecration, and because the elements 
subsequent to consecration were esteemed a symbolical, though 
not a real sacrifice. He sagely remarks that before the wore 
Altar can witness for Transubstantiation, we must have it shew: 
that the real body and blood are offered as an expiatory sacrifices 
for the living and the dead. _ Undoubtedly : but having distincth 
shewn this in the preceding pages, the reader will neither expec 
nor desire a repetition of the arguments here. I have proved 
the sacrifice ; and I therefore claim of right the evidence of th 
Altar. Let Mr. Faber imagine the most ingenious evasions 0 
the true Catholic sacrifice, it is certain that the faithful alway: 
connected a real sacrifice with a real Altar. They would ne 
have been persuaded that a material Altar was requisite for 
sacrifice merely symbolical. He who examines the unifor 
practice of antiquity, will never credit that the Church of Go 
would have exposed her children to palpable deception, b 
erecting rich altars of stone, anointing them with mysteric ’ 
consecration, depositing within them the relics of her mz 
and directing them to be held in peculiar veneration, — 1 if 
she had merely used them for an empty symbolical sacrifice a 
equally unworthy of the perfection of the Christian institute, and 
the dignity of the Christian worship. As a memorable, but 
melancholy proof of the inseparable association of true sacrifice 


es 
* Answer to the Ist Edition of Diff! of Rom. p. 182. Β sh | 
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with the existence of Altars, let me remind Mr. Faber of the 
reasons assigned by Hooper for subverting the altars yet remain- 
ing in the English churches. “It had been preached by Hooper — 
“*before the King,” says Heylin, speaking of the taking down of 
altars by the public authority in 1550, “about the beginning of 
“this year, that it would be very well, that it might please 
“ magistrates to turn the altars into tables, according to the first 
ἐς institution of Christ; and thereby to take away the false persua- 
“ sion of the people which they have of sacrifices to be done upon 
“altars. Because, as long as Altars remain, both the ignorant 
“people, and ignorant and evil-persuaded priest, will dream 
always of sacrifice.’* As then the absence of Altars is palpable 
proof of the absence of sacrifice ; their existence from the earliest 
ages affords irrefragable proof of the primitive belief that the 
Blessed Eucharist is a true sacrifice. 

2. “The Liturgies furthermore proclaim the Oblation,” con- 
tinues Mr. Faber. But he saves me the necessity of comment, 
by venturing nothing but his old shuffling about the meaning of 
this oblation. He reviles the Bishop for having had recourse 
to the “ cheap artifice” of annexing “a modern sense to ancient 
“ phraseology :” and consoles himself with the plenary conviction, 
that he has already “ most abundantly shewn,” that by the word 
joblation, the Church meant “no such fancied literal sacrifice as 
“the modern sacrifice of the Mass.” I need only then refer to 
the latter part of my first Section of the present Chapter, com- 
mencing at page 274, where it will be found “most abundantly 
““shewn ” from the evidence of SS. Clement, Justin, and 
reneus, of Tertullian, and St. Hippolytus, and very copiously 
from St. Cyprian, and St. Cyril of Jerusalem, from the old 
Jementine Liturgy and other evidence, that the oblation was a 
‘true propitiatory sacrifice of the real body and blood of Jesus 
Christ. 

- 8. Next, the Liturgies proclaim the unbloody sacrifice. And 
‘Mr. Faber of course proclaims again his tormer false interpre- 
tation of the term undloody sacrifice. He had first gratuitously 


* Heylin’s Hist. of the Reform. p. 95. 
| $ x2 
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affixed his own meaning to the expression; and then called us 
palpably inconsistent for retaining the expression. In my reply 
to this, commencing at page 444, his own assurance and incon- 
sistency have been de monstrated. It will be there seen that our 
retention of the phrase is just, and his representation of its 
meaning utterly erroneous. I need not repeat the argumentation. 

4. The Liturgies proclaim the real presence of the victim. 
Here at last we have Mr. Faber completely caught in his own: 
net. He observes, that to establish Christ’s real presence with 
the Eucharist to all worthy recipients, it is not necessary to 
contend for its being substantial; “unless indeed we be pre- 
“pared to maintain, that a spiritual presence of the second 
“Person of the Blessed Trinity is Nor a real presence.” This 
is a precious avowal indeed! Here we have the whole sophistry 
of Faberism on the subject of the Eucharist in a single sentence. 
I was right then in stating a few pages back, that the whole 
system would resolve itself, when divested of Mr. Faber’s tinsel]. 
trappings, into Friend Gurney’s cold nullification of this sublime 
and magnificent gift of our loving Redeemer. “This spiritual 
“ eating and drinking has no necessary or even peculiar connexion 
“ with any external ceremony;....in every time and place, it 
“may be the privilege of the humble Christian, who lives by 
“ faith in the Son of God.” * ᾿ 

It has been no easy matter to extract from Mr. Faber any 
intelligible explanation of his actual belief on the Eucharist. 
Sometimes he has loudly proclaimed a real presence. But, 
applied to the subject in debate, a real presence must imply a 
substantial presence ; for the question is always of the presence oe 
of Christ’s flesh and blood, in hypostatic union with his divinity; 
and if flesh and blood be not sudstantially present, they cannot 
be really present, but only improperly, or said to be by a mere 
figure of speech. Here then is Mr. Faber’s deceptive sophistry. 
He changes the terms and nature of the question, and speaks 
now of Christ’s presence, of the presence of the Second Person. 
I can only consider this as a purposed ambiguity to blink the 


* J. J. Gurney, quoted above, page 444. 
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real question. Christ is a Divine Person; but he has a human 
body, and it is this body which he has engaged to give us in his 
Holy Sacrament. Not indeed his body divested of his spirit and 
divinity, for “ the flesh” thus separated would “ profit nothing.” 
But certainly our Lord never meant that we were to receive him 
only spiritually, because thus we could not actually receive his 
body and blood, but only his grace and benediction, in the sense 
in which he so often promised that his Father, as well as himself 
would come to us, and take up his abode with us. Ifthen Mr. 
Faber maintains that a body can be received really, while it is 
only received spiritually, he speaks palpable nonsense. But if 
_he asserts that Christ, the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity 
is present, with the Eucharist, and spiritually received by the 
worthy communicant, we can understand him indeed, and we can | 
grant him that such a presence is a real, but it is only a presence 
of Christ’s spirit, and assuredly not of Christ’s body. For let 
me repeat for the thousandth time, that a body is a thing 
material ; and as long as matter differs from spirit so long will 
it be impossible for a body to be present really, if it is only 
present spiritually. 

Mr. Faber now speaks of Christ’s presence with the Eucharist, 
but only to worthy receivers. This again unveils the deceit 
and inconsistency of his past reasoning about moral change. 
For if Christ only hallows the elements with his presence to the 
worthy receiver, then those particles of bread which are to be 
_ received by some Judas, are not changed at all, not even morally, 
not even in their character; and thus in the communion cup, 
some drops will be morally changed, and the rest will remain 
as unhallowed as before consecration. Yet both will be most 
-unrighteously mingled together. 

I thank Mr. Faber for the valuable key which he has now 

furnished to the mysteries of Faberism. We can see now that 
moral change means just nothing, as applicable to those portions 
of the bread and wine which will be received unworthily: over 
them the awful words of consecration are clearly pronounced in 
vain. Yet he did not blush to defend, in the face of all antiquity 
that the Eucharist was always morally changed! Did then 


ρα Me 
hes ere Ἢ, 
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the Fathers ever conceive the degrading absurdity of a change in 
some particles and not in others; did all their glowing and 
magnificent expressions terminate in no change at all, not even 
a poor investiture with a new character for certain portions of © 
the sacramental elements? Mr. Faber must either maintain that _ 
they did, or abandon his imaginary moral change. He cannot — 
help seeing, that a presence of Christ’s spirit only imparted to 
the worthy receiver, can never explain the uniform assertion of — 
antiquity, that the words of consecration effect a real change in — 
the elements. ' . 
There is however in this memorable sentence, yet another . 
rich specimen of Mr. Faber’s sophistry. The Liturgies proclaim — 
the real presence of the victim. And this he seeks to elude by — 
the following paltry subterfuge. ‘“ Since Christ was for our 
“‘ sakes a victim upon the cross, his presence, even of whatsoever 
“ nature, is of course the presence of the victim.” Does he 
mean then that Christ’s spiritual nature only was the victim on 
the cross? For thus alone could his spiritual presence be the — 
presence of the victim. Need I say that Christ’s body was ~ 
wounded and his blood shed for us upon the cross; and that to ἡ 
have him present upon the altar as our victim, that same body | 
and blood must be substantially present ; it being the well-known 
doctrine of the Catholic Church that the sacrifice of the Mass, — 
and the sacrifice of the cross are one and the same as to the | ) 
victim? Surely no one but a man wilfully blind lke Mr. ~ 
Faber, can refuse to understand the meaning of this expression _ 
of the Liturgies. They speak of Christ on the altar as a victim: 
they therefore plainly imply that his body and blood are present — 
upon. the altar, and as substantially present as they were upon 
the cross. Flesh and blood, once more, to be really present, 
must be substantially present. 
5. With a tone of ill sustained sarcasm, Mr. Faber admits that 
the honest enquirer is credibly informed by Dr. 'Trevern, that the — 
Liturgies actually proclaim the ehange of substance. At the same — 
time he ventures to deny that this is capable of being verified — 
from the ancient Liturgies. Whatis his ground for this bare- — 
faced assertion? That not one of them ever employs the word — 
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substance! And then he censures the Bishop in unmeasured 
terms for having repeatedly interpolated, to serve his own ends, 
the word substance, by which quaint device the Bishop first 
makes the Liturgies pray for a substantial change, and then 
produces his forged petition as proof that they hold Transub- 
stantiation. But how, when, where has Dr. Trevern been guilty 
of all this? Or how has he gone a point farther in proving from 
the Liturgies a substantial change, than Mr. Faber has to make 
them attest a mere moral change? A man who draws out the 
meaning of a passage, and gives reasons why that meaning is to 
be deemed correct, cannot be charged with interpolation. The 
Liturgies constantly invoke the Holy Ghost to descend upon 
the bread and wine, to make them the body and blood of Christ. 
The Bishop of Strasbourg considers this as plain evidence that 
they were to become substantially the sacred body and blood ; 
and Mr. Faber represents this sublime invocation to be put up 
for no higher purpose than to leave the elements substantial 
bread and wine as they were before, or at most only to give them 
a holy character: which then is more truly to be called an 
interpolator? The Liturgies speak of the bread and wine being 
transmuted, transferred, transformed into the body and blood of 
Jesus.—Dr. Trevern gathers from this that they were to undergo 
a real and substantial change, for otherwise they could only be 
elevated to a holy dignity, but could not be transmuted. Mr. 
Faber on the other hand assures his honest readers that these 
fine, grandiloquent expressions do not render the body and 
blood of Christ really present, in the elements, but that he will 
be spiritually present to all who shall worthily receive them. 
Let common candour and common sense decide which is the 
interpolator. And now let us narrate the fable with another 
name, and we may justly say of Mr. Faber: “ To serve his own 
“ends, Mr. Faber has been pleased to interpolate, in his assur- 
“ances repeatedly to interpolate, the very important and indeed 
“palmary words moral change: by which quaint device, he first 
“makes the authors and users of the old Liturgies pray for a 
“moral change in the elements, and then produces this forged 
“ petition as proof positive that they assuredly held the modern 
“invention of a spiritual presence.” 
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He closes with a very profound observation, of which he 
favours us with a glimpse “ in passing,” that the evidence of 
the Liturgies would have been after all very feeble, because it 
would have been as easy for the word substance to have been 
introduced imperceptibly, under the auspices of the priesthood, 
as for Dr. Trevern to interpolate it now in his repeated assur- 
ances. I need not stay to repeat the impossibility of any such 
imperceptible addition. It will be enough to remind Mr. Faber, 
that if the language of the Liturgies was so strong, and conveyed 
so precisely the doctrine of change of substance, that the word 
might have been added imperceptibly, there was not only no 
need of the addition, but that an upright mind ought at once to 
derive from that language the conviction, that the doctrine of the 
Liturgies was that of Transubstantiation. 

In my Reply to Mr. Faber’s Supplement, a gave a copious 
exposure of the disgraceful artifices which that writer has always 
at hand to explain away the language of the ancient Liturgies. 
I enumerated many expressions, strong as language could supply, 
in proof of a true, and real, and by inevitable consequence, 
substantial presence of Christ’s precious body and blood; and 
added the following observations, which it will be useful here to 
repeat. “I need quote no more: if these expressions are not 
“ strong enough, none can be. If Transubstantiation be not 
“ found in these words, becsuse forsooth the word substance is 
* not there, I despair of ever turning the obstinacy of the Rector 
“of Long Newton. To multiply citations would be easy; for 
“the reader however it cannot be necessary; for Mr. Faber it 
“ would be mere waste of time. His eye is unhappily jaundiced 
“ by his darling system of moral change; and he has been so long 
“ accustomed to the unenviable practice of explaining away the 
“ὁ clearest language, building one false system upon another, and 
“‘ suppressing truth to insinuate falsehood, that in these extracts 
. “6 Τ have not so much had him in view as the candid reader. I 
‘¢ wished to afford some specimens of what the artful Rector is 
“ capable of evading, at least to his own satisfaction. ‘The 
ἐς Liturgies are all against him, as he knows and feels: but he 
“ has various schemes for getting rid of all their difficulties. If 
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“ they mention adoration, he translates it veneration; when they 
“ sneak of a real corporeal presence, he understands only a spiritual 
ἐς presence; if they call the Eucharist a sacrifice, he will have it 
“ only a spiritual or figurative sacrifice, as if we had not totally 
« done with figures and types when Christ came to fulfil thens. 
«ς These are his ready arts of evasion; and when such men are 
“‘ our opponents, and such are their weapons of warfare, the best, 
if not the only course to be pursued, is to lay our cause before 
“an honest public, and leave its merits to their decision.”* 1 
hope the reader will pardon this long transcript. I am anxious 
to impress its contents upon those who may honour these ‘pages 
‘with perusal; for much additional experience of Mr. Faber’s 
controversial tactics has only strengthened the painful truth of 
the above observations. But there is this further reason for 
repeating them, that the reader may adequately: estimate the 
value of Mr. Faber’s present remarks. He triumphs in my 
admission that the Liturgies do not contain the word substance ; 
as if we were concerned with words, and not with doctrines. He 
says that my admission was made “ doubtless with abundance 
“ of impotent wrath and idle abuse of himself” for what I am 
pleased “very childishly to term his disgraceful obstinacy and 
“artful evasion ;” he pretends that an “ angry and reluctant 
“confession has been wrung from me.” The reader has my 
words and arguments before him: I am contented to abide by 
τ verdict. 

6. And now to the last point on which I have to vindicate 
doth the Bishop of Strasbourg and myself. The Liturgies 
finally proclaim the adoration. 

τ The Bishop of Strasbourg understands this adoration to have 
been paid to the body and blood of Christ, substantially presént 
‘under the sacramental species of bread and wine. Mr. Faber 
‘again charges him with ¢acit interpolation, because he has not 
80 degradingly thought of this adoration, as to pretend like Mr. 
| , that it was merely a lowly bending down before the altar, 
| with a decent reverence of the consecratéd gifts as standing in 


* Reply to Fuber’s Supplement to the First Edition of Dif. of Rom.— 
Page 275. 
3.1L 
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“‘ place of the Almighty, or as being his appointed representa- 
“ tives,” but intended only for the “ adoration of God before 
“ his altar.” 

Mr. Faber falls upon the Bishop as principal, and myself as 
accessary, charging both with an inveterate habit of interpolation. 
And this, he says, while “ Mr. Husenbeth reviles me with all 
“ his might, as a dishonest shuffler and a wretched glosser and a 
“ captious fury and a suppressor of truth and an insinuator of 
“ς falsehood.” Certainly: and I hereby emphatically repeat every 
part of this well-founded nomenclature. But what have 1 done 
in the midst of all this? | 

The Bishop had translated a passage from the Clementine 
Liturgy into French, which in my version of his Answer I had 
thus Englished: “ After it is offered, each one in order should 
“ receive the body and blood of the Lord, and approach to it 
“ with the fear and reverence due to the body of the King.’* On 
this passage I had remarked in my subsequent Reply, that it 
plainly inculcated the adoration of the sacred elements: 
* Observe,” I said, “the words, approach to τῦ; to what? 
Evidently to the “ sacramental species. Therefore the sacramental 
“‘ species were to be adored with the fear and reverence due to 
“the body of the King of heaven and earth.’ Mr. Faber 
alleges against my “ill-advised commentary,’ that the words — 
“ς due to” occur no where in the original ; and exults to have found 
“a critical case of surpassing curiosity.” I must at least give 
his. words as a surpassing curiosity. ‘“ First, a Latin Bishop, 
“ deliberately and advisedly, both in French and ini English, in 
“ two different Works written at two different times, interpolates 
“ the words due to, and completely distorts the construction of 
“a whole sentence; and, next, a Latin Priest, with equal 
“‘ deliberateness and advisedness, brings forward, in professed 
* evidence to an alleged fact, not the genuine words of the old 
“ Liturgy in their true construction, but the spurious words of 
“ his superior’s materpelatign im an utterly false construction of 
“ the original passage.” Really there seems to be no end of the 


* Bp. of Strasbourg’s Answer to the Difficulties of Romanism, page 202. 
+ Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 273. 
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“ strange liberties which the sacerdotal gentlemen of Rome appa- 
“rently deem themselves privileged to take with the ancient 
“ ecclesiastical writings.” 
- The reader who has gone through the present work, has 
perhaps seen already that other “ sacerdotal gentlemen,” besides 
those of Rome, are adepts at the above practices. He will see. 
more proofs before he reaches the end: but let that pass for the 
present. Mr. Faber maintains that the Greek says not a syllable 
about the fear and reverence due to the body of the King, nor. 
hints at any adoration of the consecrated elements. It men- 
tions indeed, modesty and caution: but does not refer these. 


grammatically in the sense of adoration to the body of the King. 


On the contrary, it simply inculcates a modest and cautious 
“reception of Christ’s body and blood by each communicant : 
* who himself, after the use of silent mental prayer, is charged,’ 
“ in his regular course of succession, to approach as to the body 


_“ of the King almighty and eternal.” It is not easy to reduce all 


this to any intelligible proposition: but I presume that Mr. 
Faber means to assert, that the original words of the Liturgy 
inculcate no adoration to the body of our King and Saviour: but 
only admonish the communicant to receive with modesty and 
caution. The words of the original Mr. Faber thus translates : 


“ But, after these things, let the sacrifice be performed, the 


“ whole people standing and praying silently ; and, when it shall 


_ “have been offered, let each company by itself partake of the 
_“ Lord’s body and honourable blood, company by company, 
_“ with modesty and caution, approaching as to the body of the 
ae “ King.”* 


_ Not having the original before me at the time of writing my 


Reply, I could not verify the Bishop’s version. I translated 
from Dr. Trevern’s French; and therefore whatever blame 


᾿ attaches to the Bishop’s τὸν άδηὶ is only so far imputable to 


4 “me, as I neglected to consult the original. In making this acknow- 


_ledgment, I clear myself of all charge of systematic, deliberate 
pea advised interpolation, though I unintentionally cited a free 
* «μεταὶ αἰδοῦς καὶ ξυλαξείας, ὡς βασιλέως προσερχόμενοι 


σώματις.- Οὐποίῆ,. Apost, Lib. ii. C. 57. 
41, 2 
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version. The French are noted for paraphrasing; but 1am 
prepared to shew that the present paraphrase at least’ does 
not depart from the obvious meanitig of the original, and 
therefore that the Bishop is far from deserving Mr. Faber’s 
charge of “being-a ‘dishonest, uncandid, and unscrupulous: 


antagonist. Mr. Faber’s grand complaint is of the inter- 


polation’ of the ‘words due to, by which he contends that. the 


modesty and caution, are represented as due in the sense of 


adoration to the body of the King. »A» man must be clear- 
sighted indeed, if he can discern any distortion of the sense or 


sentence by this interpolation. For the Liturgy inculcates cits, 


which means not only modesty, but reverence and veneration :* 
as also evadera, which means not simply caution, but fear, 
reverence, and circumspection. Mr. Faber chooses “ for his 
‘own purposes,” to translate, modesty and caution: but: if 
the Bishop’ and myself prefer fear and reverence, we are fully 
justified. O but ‘the: Bishop must) plead ‘guilty to the: scan- 


dalous interpolation of the :mighty words puz to! Yet ‘by ἢ 


what occult) sorcery cam these alter the sense? ‘They are: per- 


fectly: in accordance with it: «Mr. Faber “deliberately: and: 


advisedly” says, “πὸ Greek of the Liturgy says not’ a single 
“< syllable about the fear and reverence Due ‘to the body of the 
“ King: nor docs it give the slightest hint of any adoration being 
‘f paid to the’ consecrated elements.” But, be’ it remembered, 
the Greek does meulcate fear and reverence: in approaching 
_ as to the body of the King. I need only ask if this reverential 
fear is not excited by the presence of the body of the King of 


Kings ; if the reverence paid to his body ought not to bé supreme ᾿ 


adoration, and: τῇ the very reason why the communicant paid 
this adoration, was not because it was eminently due fo the 


divine body. When these questions are honestly anwered, if — 
1} σομὴθ out, I suspect, that Mr. Faber, and not Dr. ‘Trevern, 


has given, for his own purposes, an interested translation, and 
thereto appended a gloss, which distorts in utter falsehood the 
* The following are the meanings in the lexicon of Hedericus: Aidiae ᾿ 


Pudor, metus infumie, verecundia ; reverentia, veneratio, observantia,— 
EvAacese τ metus, reverentia, circumspectio. ; ne 
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meaning of the Liturgy. “He has recklessly courted exposure : 
“and he has now abundantly received it.” 

So much for Mr. Faber’s Appendix on the Liturgies. So much 
for the chivalrous exploits of this bearded champion, after his 
magnanimous sally in buckram suit. The Liturgies have been 
shewn to afford testimony of inestimable value to the doctrine 
of the primitive Church; this testimony has been fully confirmed 
upon the important subjects of the altar,—the sacrifice,—the 
real and substantial presence,—and the adoration. Leaving 
_ then this redoubtable champion of moral change to his cold and 
effete conceptions on this glowing mystery of our dear Redeemer’s 
τ love: I read in the Liturgies that we have here “a propitiatory 
_ gacrifice,’* 1 hear them, pray, that by the divine power “the 
«ὁ bread changed into flesh, and the cup turned into blood, we may 
“ yeceive that in the chalice, which from thy side flowed on the 
‘ cross.t” 1 find the Deacon and Priest adoring thrice before the 
holy table, the Deacon approaching, adoring, and saying, “ Behold 
“ T come to the immortal King.”t I observe the priest elevating 
the consecrated host, and all the people prostrate themselves with 
their faces to the ground.§ Satisfied that such expressions indis- 
putably mean what they so clearly express, let me invite the 
reader, in the simplicity of humble faith, to exclaim in the fervent 
language of the Alexardrian Liturgy of St. Basil: “The holy 
_ “body and precious, pure, true blood of Jesus Christ, the Son of 
“our God. Amen. ἡ 
“The body and blood of Emmanuel our God, this is in truth. 
“ Amen. 
- ©T believe, I believe, I believe and confess even to my last 
_ © breath that this is the very life-giving flesh, which thou didst 
“take, Ὁ Christ our God, from our holy Lady, the Mother of* 
© God, and ever Virgin Mary.... and he delivered for us all 
the same flesh upon the wood of the holy cross, by his will. . 
“ he delivered it for liberation; and for the remission of. sins, 
# ind life eternal to those who partake thereof. J believe it to 
ἐξ be the very same. Amen.” 


* Liturgy of St. James. + Old Gallican’ Liturgy. _ 
t Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom. || Coptic Liturgy of St. Basil. 
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CHAPTER V. 


CON FESSION-—SATISFACTION—INDULGENCES— 
ANGLICAN ORDERS. 


SECTION 1.—AURICULAR CONFESSION. 


Mr. Faber, with more consistency than most. of his brethren, 
adheres closely to the professed doctrine of the Church of 
England on the subject of Confession. She allows and recom- 
mends Auricular Confession, he says: but does not, like the 
Catholic Church, impose and enforce it. The true Catholic 
doctrine is thus proclaimed by the Council of Trent: “ The 
“ universal Church has always understood that entire Confession 
“ of sins was also instituted by the Lord, and by divine right is 
“ necessary to all who have fallen after Baptism: because our 
“ Lord Jesus Christ, being about to ascend from earth to heaven, 
“eft priests to be his vicars, as presidents and judges; before 
“ς whom all mortal sins must be brought, into which the faithful 
“of Christ may have fallen, in order that by the power of the 
“keys of remission or retention of sins, they may pronounce 
“* sentence.”* ᾿ 

In the following words did the venerable Fathers. solemnly 
condemn the error which Mr. Faber rashly undertakes to defend.. 
“ Whoever shall deny, that sacramental Confession was either 
“ instituted, or is necessary to salvation by divine right; or shall. 
“say that the method of secretly confessing to a priest alone, 
“which the Catholic Church has always observed from the 
“ beginning and still observes, is not according to the institution 
ἐξ and command of Christ, and is a human invention, let him be 
“* anathema. ’f } 


* Concil. Trid. Sess. XIV —Cap. 5. 
+ Concil. Trid. Sess. XIV. Canon. VI. 
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It forms no part. of my present undertaking to discover 
what is the real doctrine of the Church of England. If such 
were my purpose, it would be easy to find authorities who testify 
very differently from Mr. Faber. I should refer to Bishop 
Montague, who says: “ It is confessed that all priests, and none 
“ but priests, have power to forgive sins ; that private confession 
“ὁ to a priest is a very ancient practice in the Church. We urge 
“it in extremis, we require it in case of perplexity.”* And 
elsewhere he says: “This is my popery, for which I bring as my 
“ὁ authority the injunction, direction, and practice of the Church. 
“ Priests have power not only to pronounce, but to give remission 
“of sins, ’tis the doctrine of our prayer book, and that of the 
© Church of England.”’+ | 

Dr. Sparrow says: “Our confession must be integra et perfecta, 
* not by halves ; all our sins must be confessed, omnia venialia 
“ omnia mortalia. God alone blots out our sins; true! but 
*‘ there is another confessor that would not be neglected; he 
“* who would be sure of pardon, let him find a priest, and make 
*‘ his humble confession to him, God having delegated priests his 
“ judges here on earth, and given them the power of absolution, 
“ so that they can forgive the sins of those who humbly confess 
“to them. Heaven waits, and expects the priest’s sentence here, 

_“ and that the servant binds or looses, the Lord confirms in 
“heaven.”{ He goes even beyond the Catholic Church in requir- 
-ing the confession of venial sins. 

Bishop Andrews speaks plainly of the necessity of Confession, 
when he says on the text of St. John xx, 23,—“ Three are here 
“expressed, three persons: 1, the person of the sinner, in 

“ Quorum: 2, of God, in Remittuntur: 3, of the priest, in 
“ Remiseritis. Three are expressed, three are required; and 
“where three are required, two are not enough.’ || And he goes 
on to quote a memorable passage of St. Augustin, where that 
Holy Father declares, that if Confession be deemed unnecessary, 


( * Gagger gagged, p. 78, 83, 84. 

. + Appeal to Cesar, p. 299. 

’ 1 Bp. Sparrow’s Cambridge Sermon on Confession, p. 14, 15. 
|| Bp. Andrews’ Court Sermon on St. John, xx, 23. 
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then to no purpose were the keys given, and we make void the 
words of Christ. 

Chillingworth charged his hearers to have recourse to ἃ con- 
fessor “as to one that hath authority, delegated to him from 
“ God himself, to absolve and acquit you of your sins,”’* 

It must already appear, but will be yet more apparent as we 
proceed, that other divines of the Church of England have come 
much nearer than Mr. Faber to the faith of Catholics on the 
subject of Confession. But this writer has throughout a system 
of his own; and as my business is to expose and refute Faberism, 
I proceed to consider my antagonist’s peculiar view of the subject. 
He asserts that the Church of England allows and recom- 
mends auricular Confession, but does not impose or inforce it. 
The motive however, for allowing. and recommending it, is to 
relieve the troubled conscience of its oppressive load of sin. Was 
it not then to be expected of the goodness of our Saviour, 
not only to allow, but to command the use of a remedy 
so valuable and efficacious for the consolation of poor sinners ; 
and this not merely at the hour of death, but whenever 
in the course of life the conscience was “ troubled with 
“any weighty matter?” Would not the Wisdom of God 
consider, that however consolatory such a practice was to the 
penitent, it would be assuredly neglected, if left a matter of 
counsel, and not of precept? Does not the universal disuse of 
Confession among Protestants concur to shew the necessity of 
making it a precept, if it were to be at all kept up in practice? 
These are strong presumptive arguments of the necessity of 
Confession as a precept: but there are yet stronger in proof of 
its‘actual institution and positive injunction by divine authority. 

Though Mr. Faber attempts to disprove the existence of this 
precept of Confession in the first three centuries, he does not, 
and cannot deny its firm establishment in very remote ages, and 
its equal use among the Nestorians, Eutychians, Greeks and 
other heretics, as among Catholics. Let him then answer the 
plain question, how could a precept so painful and humiliating to 
our nature have been ever imposed by any human authority? If 


* Chillingworth Serm. vii. Religion of Prot. p. 408, 9. 
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_ it had not been well known, observed, and handed down from 
the beginning, as a precept of divine institution, how could any 
human power have brought men to submit to a practice so 
repugnant to human pride? The adversaries of Confession call 
it an odious and intolerable burden ; it binds all, of either sex, 
high and low, clergy as well as laity, bishops and even the Pope 
himself. Would any one believe that such a burden could have 
‘been so firmly fixed upon men’s shoulders, without a divine 
authority? Will any one explain how even in the most relaxed 
ages preceding the pretended Reformation, this- practice could 
still have remained in full vigour, and yet no Faber found clever 
enough to prove that the Church had no right to impose or 
_ enforce Confession? Would not the separated Greeks with all 
their ready bitterness against Rome, have found out,. if such had 
been to be found, some primitive evidence to justify them in 
shaking off a yoke so onerous? Assuredly they would; but they 
did not; they hold and practise Confession to this day as a 
divine precept. The conclusion then is just and evident ;—that 
the precept of Confession is derived by uninterrupted tradition 
from the very first apostolic ages of the Christian Church, as a 
divine institution. But I proceed to prove this more directly. 
Mr. Faber attempts to obscure the question of scriptural 
evidence on this point, as he has done on others, by proclaiming 
it a hopeless impossibility to discover in Scripture any explicit 
command of Christ or his Apostles “ that we should periodically 
* make to a priest a distinct and particular confession of all our 
“ remembered mortal sins under the pain of incurring the guilt 
“of sacrilege by deliberate and voluntary concealment.” He 
assures his readers that the Bishop of Strasbourg, as if feeling 
this impossibility, does not attempt the discovery, but thinks at 
least to prove inductively what cannot be proved explicitly. This 
mode of stating the case is very dishonourable, and only caleu- 
lated to mislead, which I believe to have been the author’s inten- 
tion. His first object seems to have been to prejudice the reader 
against inductive proofs from Scripture. But he ought to know 
that the far greater portion of our proofs from a book so obscure 
as the Holy Bible, are, and must be inductive. A doctrine may 
| 3M 
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be certainly revealed and scriptural, without. being explicitly 
taught in the sacred writings; and many of the vital doctrines 
of Christianity are not clearly expressed in the Bible, though 
satisfactorily proved from it by inductive reasoning. Those 
whose belief is professedly built on Scripture alone, should be 
cautious how they speak lightly of proving from it inductively. 
His next object appears to have been by heaping together 
indiscriminately what is of divine and what is of ecclesiastical 
institution or determination, and confusing principles with con- 
sequences in the matter of Confession, to lead to a belief that 
the Sacrament itself is not of divine institution, since all that he 
has crowded together is not found in express terms in the Holy 
Scripture. This is as unfair and disgraceful as the rest of his 
performance. Such small trickery is not expected in a grave 
theologian. The immortal Leibnitz knew better how to dis- 
tinguish what was essentially of divine institution in Confession, 
and what was left to the Church to determine, such as the 
periods when, and the priest to whom, and the manner and form 
according to which, the Confession should be made: “ Nor will 
“ Confession be the less of divine institution, as the Church has 
“ς determined and prescribed, although it be certain that the 
“ mode has varied at different times; for God has left many 
“things regarding the dispensation of his Sacraments to be 
*¢ appointed and regulated by his Church, not that the Church 
‘can directly make any thing be of divine right, but that God 
“ himself has made certain conditions and circumstances of those 
“ things which are of divine right, to depend upon the chaperone 
“ of the Church.’’* 

Mr. Faber next proceeds to place in a syllogistic form, the 
Bishop’s inductive proof of the divine institution of Confession, 
from the Sacred Scriptures. Our Divine Saviour gave to the 
priests of his Church in the persons of the Apostles, the power of 
the keys, or the right of forgiving and retaining the sins of the 
faithful. Amen I say to you, whatsoever you shall bind upon 
earth, shall be bound also in heaven: and whatsoever you shall 


* LerBnitz—Systema Theologia, p. 272. 
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loose upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.*—Whose sins you 
shall forgive, they are forgiven them: and whose sins you shall 
retain, they are retained.t Here the priests of the Church receive 
a power of authoritative jurisdiction. They are constituted 
judges and physicians of the souls of men. But we cannot 
suppose that these solemn powers were given to remain unexer- 
cised. We must on the contrary believe that our Lord intended 
that his ministers should employ the high jurisdiction here so 
solemnly imparted to them. If so, he must have intended at the 
same time to institute all those conditions essentially necessary 
for the exercise of these powers. 

One essential condition is the Confession of our sins. For 
unless the priest has a clear knowledge of the sins of the penitent, 
it is plain that he can exercise no jurisdiction over them. Asa 
judge, he can determine nothing without full knowledge of the 
cause ; and as a physician, he can heal no disease unless the 
patient makes it known. Thus the sinner must become witness 
against himself by a faithful Confession. This Confession is 
essentially necessary for the exercise of the power granted to 
priests to forgive or retain sins. And being thus necessary, it 
must have been instituted by our Lord at the same time that he 
conferred that power upon the priests of his Church. 

To this argumentation, which the Bishop had employed in 
common with all Catholic divines, and which plainly and legiti- 
mately proves Confession to have been instituted by our Divine 
Redeemer, Mr. Faber makes the most sorry reply that I ever 
met with. He has just two paragraphs to object, or more 
correctly, only one: for the first he consents to let pass, as if 
conscious of its utter feebleness. He might well observe, he 
tells us, that the doctrine of positive absolution “ as now taught 
“in the Latin Church,”—and, with his permission, equally in 
the Greek Church,—but ill agrees with the doctrine of antiquity. 
He cites St. Cyprian, in the original Latin, which I here trans- 
late. “ Let no one mistake, let no one deceive himself. The 
“ Lord alone can have mercy. He alone can bestow pardon for 


* St. Matth. xviii, v. 18. + St. John xx. 23. 
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“ sins, which have been committed against him, who bore our 
“ sins, who grieved for us, whom God delivered up for our sins. 
“* Man cannot be greater than God: nor can the servant remit 
ἐς or grant by his indulgence, what has been committed against 
“the Lord by a more grievous delinquency: lest the sinner 
““ should have this also added to his crime, if he knows not the 
“ declaration: Cursed be the man that hath hope in man. The 
“ Lord must be entreated by prayer, the Lord must be appeased 
“ by our satisfaction ; who declared that he would deny him by 
“ whom he should have been denied, who alone has received all 
“ὁ judgment from the Father.’’* 

Mr. Faber did well to let this pass, for it has no reference 
whatever to the subject of Confession; much less can it 
afford the smallest evidence against us. But why did he still 
quote it ; and introduce it with proclaiming that he might well 
observe that our practice agrees but very ill with the doctrine of 
antiquity? Did we ever deny that God alone can forgive sins? 
Did even any Catholic child ever suppose that a priest forgave 
sins in his own name, or by any authority of his own? Surely 
it is not left for me to teach Mr. Faber, that the judges of the 
land condemn or acquit criminals in the name of the King, and 
by power delegated by him. What could he mean by thus 
basely insinuating that our priesthood claimed absolute power, as 
if by the most atrocious blasphemy making themselves greater 
than God? But if he did not mean to insinuate this, for what 
purpose did he cite this passage from the venerable St. Cyprian ? 
He must have known its real import: nay he stopped short, 
according to his familiar custom, just where the very next sen- 
tence would have shewn the Holy Father’s object and meaning. 
This is the sentence immediately following Mr. Faber’s quotation. 
** We believe indeed that the merits and works of the just 
“ὁ martyrs can do much with the Judge, but when the day of 
*¢ judgment shall come, when after the fall of this world his people 
“ ‘shall stand before the tribunal of Christ. But if any one rash . 
‘“‘ with preposterous haste thinks he can give to all remission of 


.* §, Cyprian. De Lapsis—circa medium. 


SECTION I. CONFESSION: 469 


ἐς sins, or dares to rescind the precepts of the Lord, he not only 
“ does not benefit the lapsed, but he does them an injury.” 

St. Cyprian wrote his Treatise On the Lapsed, in which these 
passages occur, to guard those who had fallen from their faith in 
the persecution, against a rash and hasty pretended reconciliation 
without salutary repentance. What he says of the crime of 
trusting in man, applies to the custom of procuring recommen- . 
datory letters from the martyrs to the bishops, by which the 
penitent hoped to procure absolution on account of a martyr’s 
intercession in his behalf. There was danger of great abuse in 
this; for many might suppose that the merits of the martyrs 
would atone for their apostacy, without a true penitent spirit on 
their part. Hence the Saint carefully admonishes, that the 
martyrs could not prevail, if they demanded forgiveness for any 
but true penitents. But what has this to do with sacramental 
Confession and Absolution? Clearly nothing: and its production 
by Mr. Faber reflects only disgrace upon himself. St. Cyprian 
undoubtedly condemned as null and void an absolution granted 
thus rashly to impenitent apostates, but he never meant. to deny 
the power of absolution in the priests of the Church, which he 
so often exercised himself. | 

“ Let this, however pass:” says Mr. Faber, and he agrees for 
argument sake to concede positive absolution, rather than enforce 
the more seemly doctrine of conditionally declarative absolution. 
He then proceeds with his grand, and indeed, sole objection. 
The position, he argues, upon which Dr. Trevern’s syllogism 
rests,is this: that a priest cannot judge of the penitent’s.sin- 
cerity or hypocrisy, unless the penitent minutely and circum- 
stantially confesses all his sins. ‘On this position,” he con- 
tinues, “the syllogism avowedly depends: and, although the 
* same position is confidently laid down by the Council of Trent, 
“its gross and hopeless absurdity is so enormous, that a mere 
“statement of it is amply sufficient for its full exposure.” 
Accordingly, Mr. Faber here leaves the matter, and says not 
another word on the subject. 

If I mistake not, his friends must have expected more of him 
and better, than this poor and paltry affectation of triumph in 
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the midst of conscious imbecility. Who that ever dipped 
his pen in controversial ink, would not have made a better 
attempt than first to lay down for us a false position, and then 
pretend that it needed no assault? It is very easy to construct 
an absurd argument, and then to expose its absurdity: but 
when a man shoots such arrows, they are apt to recoil upon 
himself. Mr. Faber makes our proof of the necessity of Con- 
fession avowedly depend upon the position, that a priest can 
only judge of the sincerity of a penitent, from his exact Con- 
fession: whence he would prove the absurdity of the precept, 
inasmuch as Confession would leave the priest as much in the 
dark as ever, as to the penitent’s sincerity or hypocrisy. 

But where did he learn that Catholics held such a position? 
Certainly the Bishop of Strasbourg never mentioned it, nor has 
any other Catholic. Mr. Faber assures us that this same position 
is confidently laid down by the Council of Trent. Not at all. 
The Council was not likely to possess less wisdom, even as a 
human assembly, than the sage Bachelor of Divinity at Long 
Newton. The Council expresses its belief as follows: “ It is 
“ certain, that priests could not have exercised this judgment, 
“ without cognizance of cause, nor could they have observed 
“‘ equity in enjoining penances, if only in general and not rather 
f specifically, they (the faithful) should have declared their 
Seplingc ἀν SG ke If the patient is ashamed to lay open his 
“‘ wound to the physician, medicine does not cure, what it does 
“not know. We collect moreover, that those circumstances 
“ὁ must be explained in Confession, which change the species of 
“the sin: that without them the sins themselves are neither 
“ exposed fully by the penitents, nor known to the judges, and 
“it is impossible for them to judge rightly of the enormity of 
“crimes, and to impose a due penance upon penitents for 
“them.” Is this making the necessity of Confession depend 
upon the necessity of knowing if the penitent is sincere, or if he 
is a hypocrite? No; but on the necessity of knowing the real . 
nature and extent of the penitent’s sins, before those sins can be. 
remitted or retained. Confession is indeed requisite as a con- 
dition preparatory to Absolution: but a priest does not absolve 
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merely because he has heard an exact Confession of sins. Nor 
does he judge of the penitent’s sincerity and fitness for Abso- 
lution, merely from the accuracy of his Confession. A priest 
has, it is true, no absolute security from being deceived by 
hypocrites. But this is inseparable from all human judgment. 
And yet Mr. Faber would not condemn as a hopeless absurdity 
the decision of a temporal judge after careful examination of 
witnesses and deliberation of jury. In human jurisdiction, it 
is considered right to pronounce judgment after due investigation, 
and every human precaution to arrive at certain evidence. And 
in sacramental Confession, the priest forgives or retains sins, 
after every endeavour to ascertain the state of the criminal, from 
the only evidence which can be procured, that of the criminal 
himself, voluntarily tendered, but under circumstances the most 
awful, and best calculated to guard against hypocrisy, and after 
using various other means to ascertain his sincere contrition. 
Are we then to say that because some may make an insincere 
Confession, the true penitent is on that account to be deprived 
of the blessing and consolation of this merciful institution? 
Are we to assert, because it occasionally happens that a Con- 
fession is insincere, that therefore a priest has not generally the 
means of judging of the real state of a penitent’s conscience κα 
If Mr. Faber had possessed any experience either of the ministry 
of a Confessor, or of the practice of a penitent, he would 
know the truth to be far otherwise. 

But is he aware into what straits he has brought his own idea 
of Confession, by this intemperate invective against the Catholic 
doctrine? He admits that Confession is to be allowed and 
recommended ; so far it is good: but it begins to be a hopeless 
absurdity as soon as enjoined. What can be the reason of this 
sudden and awful moral change in its character? I presume 
from the difference of our belief as to the proper nature of 
sacerdotal Absolution. The Catholic Church, and many eminent 
divines of the Church of England believe this Absolution to be 
an act of positive jurisdiction ; but Mr. Faber advocates what 
he terms “ the more seemly doctrine of conditionally declarative 
Absolution.” By this I understand him to mean that a priest, 
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after hearing the Confession of just so much of the sinner’s guilt 
as he chooses to reveal, may console him with a declaration that 
on condition of his being truly penitent, Almighty God will 
forgive him. We are not here, I suppose, to attend to what the 
priest says in giving Absolution, but to what he means. For 
instance, the Book of Common Prayer directs the priest to 
absolve thus, “ By his authority (our Lord Jesus Christ’s) 
“ committed to me, I absolve thee from all thy sins, in the name 
“of the Father, &c.” But in Mr. Faber’s “more seemly 
“ doctrine,” when the priest spoke of exercising authority from 
Christ, he would mean that he exercised no authority at all, and 
when he said “ J absolve thee,’ he would mean, “J only con- 
“ ditionally declare that thy sins are forgiven by God, if thou 
“ be truly penitent ;” or in fact, “I do nothing but what any 
“ consoling friend, or any lay man, woman, or child might do as 
“ well as a priest.” 

The true Catholic doctrine is thus declared by the Council of 
Trent: “If any one shall say, that the sacramental absolution 
“ of a priest is not an act of jurisdiction, but a bare ministry of 
“ pronouncing and declaring that the sins of the person confess- 
“ing are remitted,....or shall say that the Confession of the 
“ penitent is not required, in order that the priest may absolve 
ἐς him, let him be anathema.’”* Indeed to suppose this ministry 
to be merely declaratory, and not juridical, would be degrading 
and nullifying the emphatic words of our Lord’s institution. 
Can it be supposed that when he bestowed on his Apostles 
at his first appearance after his resurrection, and in words 
and manner so solemn, the power of forgiving and retaining 
sins, he gave them really no judicial power at all? He 
declared that he sent them, as the Father had sent him: Ὁ 
surely he was sent with something more than ὦ conditionally 
declarative ministry : and therefore he sent his Apostles with 
more. When he had said this, he breathed on them ;” 
evidently to signify that he infused into them the spirit and _ 
power which he himself had received from his Father. “ And | 


* Concil. Trident. Sess xiv, Can. 9. 
+ St. John xx. 21. 
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“he said to them: Receive ye the Holy Ghost.’ Was it 
necessary for them to receive the powerful grace of the Holy 
Ghost, to exercise a mere conditionally declarative ministry ? 
After these awful preparations, he conveyed to them, in precise 
terms, a most extraordinary commission to forgive and retain 
sins. Yet Mr. Faber finds it “the more seemly doctrine,” 
that these emphatic words convey no power of direct positive 
Absolution ! It is not only unseemly, but bordering on impiety, 
thus to make our Divine Saviour introduce and express with the 
greatest solemnity, a mere commission to declare what any 
layman might declare with equal authority. 

The notion, therefore, of conditionally declarative Absolution, 
is false, and injurious to the divine institution of Christ. The 
idea, consequently, of Confession being only allowable, and not 
imperative, is equally erroneous. The power of direct positive 
Absolution was granted by our Divine Saviour to the priests of 
his Church. In granting this power, he must have intended to 
require all those conditions necessary for its due exercise. But 
entire Confession is necessary for the due exercise of the power 
of absolution. Therefore, entire Confession is of divine institu- 
tion, and imperative upon all who have fallen into mortal sin. 

The circumstance of the possibility of a priest being deceived 
by hypocritical confessions, is of no weight against the utility and 
general certainty of the practice of Confession. It is the excep- 
tion, and not the rule. The power of absolving was given in 
compassion to true penitents. Multitudes of these apply for it 
and receive it with fruit and consolation: the hypocrite will 
rarely approach at all. Besides, Mr. Faber ought to know that 
the Catholic Church does not believe her priests empowered to 
absolve any who are not truly penitent: hence a hypocritical 
applicant receives no benefit, but only loads his soul with the 

fresh guilt of sacrilege. The Confessor may be deceived, but 
_ God cannot; and thus while the true penitent is forgiven, the 
absolution falls null upon the head of the hypocrite. 

Before we pass to the evidence from the Fathers, I must ask 
Mr. Faber what he considers the “ more seemly doctrine” as to 
the. power of retaining sins, equally bestowed by our Blessed 

3 N 
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Redeemer. Like other Protestants, he keeps this entirely out 
of sight: but it is of great importance in determining the real 
nature of the commission with which the priests of the Church 
are invested. Our Saviour empowered them both to forgive and 
to retain sms, thus clearly investing them with a discretionary 
power of judging. How would Mr. Faber exercise the latter? 
Surely in order to retain sin, a priest must know what he is to 
retain, and why he retains it. If a person makes to Mr. Faber a 
poor lame confession, by acknowledging some weighty matter 
which lies heaviest upon his conscience, he will be sure to have 
it conditionally declared to him that he is absolved. It is impos- 
sible to conceive a case in which Mr. Faber would or could ever 
exercise the power of retaining sins. ‘The sinner while he 
confessed some heavy sin, as a man might make a confession of 
murder before he mounted the fatal drop, might say nothing of 
a multitude of other crimes with which his past life had been 
defiled, nothing of innumerable restitutions which he owed, 
nothing of enmities, which he had no intention of terminating by 
sincere reconciliation ; and yet none of these would be retained. 
He would be sure of “ conditionally declarative absolution,” but 
of retention of sins never confessed, or repented of, he would be 
in no danger. The most that my opponent could say in reply, 
would be that the conditional declaration equally applied to 
retaining, and that conditional Absolution implied also condi- — 
tional retention. But if Absolution be expressly declared, why 
not Retention? 1 suspect for no better reason than the “ hope- 
“less absurdity” of a priest gravely and formally saying, as he 
must do in such case to a penitent: “ By the authority of Christ — 
“ committed to me I absolve thee from all thy sins, and by the — 
“ same authority 1 retain them ail, in the name of the Father, 
“and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost, Amen.” I may well 
add in Mr. Faber’s own phrase, that a mere statement of this is 
amply sufficient for its full exposure. 

Having shewn that Confession is a precept of divine: institu- 
tion, solidly proved from the New Testament, I proceed to 
vindicate the authorities in support of the same, which the 
Bishop of Strasbourg and other divines have cited from the Holy 
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Fathers. Mr. Faber professes to have examined the evidence 
adduced by Dr. Trevern from writers of the first three centuries, 
and he thus proclaims the result of his investigation: “ Not one 
“ of his alleged witnesses says a single syllable, in regard to the 
“ primitive ecclesiastical enforcement of a periodically private 
and particular confession to a priest, under the aspect that such 
“a confession is of strict religious obligation and necessity.” 
This, divested of all adventitious trappings, means that the 
primitive Church did not believe the divine obligation of Confes- 
sion. Postponing for the present the unfounded assertion so 
often repeated by Mr. Faber with such decided self-assurance, 
that legitimate testimony of the faith of antiquity is not to be 
brought down beyond the first three centuries, and reserving also 
for its proper place his inclination to insist upon the worn-out 
argument fabricated upon the account of the suppression of the 
office of penitentiary at Constantinople, I take first the evidence 
of the Apostolic Father St. Clement of Rome. 

“ As long as we are in this world, let us repent with our whole 
“ heart of the wicked deeds which we have done in the flesh, 
* that we may be saved by the Lord, whilst we have time for 
_ “repentance. For after we are gone out of this world, we can 
* no longer there confess or do penance.”* 

Mr. Faber censures the Bishop of Strasbourg for interpolating 
_ the word ail, and thus making St. Clement say that we must 
repent of all our wicked deeds. It is true that St. Clement has 
not the word all; but does’ Mr. Faber suppose, or mean to 
_ assert, that the Holy Father did not exhort the faithful to repent 
_ of ail their sins? The supposition would be monstrous; and 

_ the allegation argainst the Bishop is there foreworse than trifling. 

_ Dr. Trevern argued, that as St. Clement inculcated repentance of 
all sins in this life, he must have equally required confession of 
x all sins, since he included both in his final admonition. By 
Hh saying that we ought to repent. here, because we cannot confess 
hereafter, he plainly intimates the obligation also of confessing 
here, which was all that the Bishop undertook to establish. 


* §. Crement. Epist. it. ad Corinth. Fragment. 
3 N 2 
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The second witness is St. Ireneeus, from whom Dr. Trevern 
quoted two remarkable instances of persons publicly confessing 
secret and shameful sins. The Bishop adduced these examples 
to prove against objectors, that the public Confession which 
prevailed in the early ages was not always confined to public 
sins. And from this he argued very forcibly that Confession 
must have been of divine institution, for no human power could 
ever have succeeded in bringing men to such an act of humiliation 
as to reveal their secret and shameful sins, as a mere matter of 
choice or ecclesiastical discipline. The first passage is as follows 
in St. Irenzeus: “These women often, being converted to the 
“ Church of God, confessed that they had been violated by him, 
““ (Marcus) and had been inflamed with impure love for him:’* 
The second passage runs thus: “ But Cerdon who was before 
“ Marcion, he also under Hyginus who was the ninth bishop, 
* often coming into the Church and confessing, thus filled up 
“ὁ his course, sometimes secretly teaching, but sometimes again 
** confessing.’ 

These are instances of the Confession of secret sins: and it is 
not easy to suppose that such Confession could have been 
elicited by any institution, not essentially of precept. Mr. Faber 
says absolutely nothing to invalidate this argument. He affects 
a sneer at the production of these examples, because we receive 
no information from St. Ireneeus, whether Cerdon “made a 
** periodically private confession to a priest duly seated in a 
** confessional box, or whether he joined in a general public 
“ liturgical confession of sin to Almighty God.” Alas! Mr. 
Faber ought to know that it costs a sinner nothing to join in a 
liturgical confession of having “ left undone those things which 
“we ought to have done, and done those things which we 


* AvTat πολλώκις ἔπιςρέψασαι ξις τὴν Ἐκκλησίαν τὰ Θεῖ ἐξωμολο- 
γήσαντο; καὶ κατὰ τὸ σῶμα ἡἠχρείῶσθα, ὑπ᾿ ἀυτῶ καὶ ἐρωτικῶς πάνυ 
εἰυτὸν πεφιληκέναι"---ὃ. Iren. Adv. Heres. Lib. I. Cap. iv. Ν. Ἢ. 

+ Κέρδων δὲ ὃ πρὸμαρκίωγος, καὶ ἀυτὸς ext Ὕγίνε, ὃς ἣν ἔνατος 
ἐπίσκοπος, εἰς τὴν ἐκκλησίαν ἐλθὼν καὶ ἐξομολογέμενος, ὅυτως διςτέλεσε;, 
ποτὲ μὲν λαθροδιδασκαλῶν, ποτὲ δὲ πάλιν ἐξομολογούμενος.---ϑ. IREN. 
Adv. Heres. Lib. III. Cap. tv. 
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“ ought not to have done; and there is no health in us.” St. 
 Trenzeus would never have recorded such a confession onthe part 
of a repentant heretic; much less of the unhappy victims of the 
seducer Marcus. The learned English annotator of St. Irenzeus, 
Dr. Grabe, understood the Confession spoken of in these passages 
very differently: “‘ With great consent the Greek and Latin 
“ Fathers called that Confession Hxhomologesis, by which a 
* person candidly acknowledges himself guilty of many sins, not 
“ only before God, or by making a general Confession ; but before 
“ those who preside over the Church, and which includes an open 
“* and distinct enumeration of faults. It is plain from this Chapter 
“that this is a necessary remedy for washing away sins, and a 
second plank after shipwreck dy the prescription of Christ, the 
* custom of the Apostles, and the consent of all the Churches 
“ὁ throughout the world.” All this Grabe quotes in substance 
from the eminent controvertist Feuardent; but thinks it neces- 
sary to add this qualification: “From which may certainly be 
“ gathered the most ancient use and utility of this kind of 
“ Confession, but not its absolute necessity to remove the stain 
“ of sins.”* But Dr. Grabe admits these as instances of the 
ancient use and utility of Confession to the priests of the Church, 
and from their nature they were certainly Confessions of secret 
sins. Mr. Faber ought to admit the same: and if he does, he 
will find it impossible to show how a practice so humiliating to 
human nature, and yet of such universal use and acknowledged 
utility could have prevailed without a divine preceptive institution. 
The third witness is Tertullian: “ and never surely,” observes 
Mr. Faber, “ was a witness more infelicitously selected.” He 
adds that Tertullian, in the place referred to, says not a word 
respecting the duty of auricular Confession, but only of public 
Confession of scandalous sin, made to the Lord before the whole 
congregation. This is all Mr. Faber’s objection: we shall soon 
judge of its importance. 
__ Mr. Faber has only favoured his readers with the original 
Latin: the following is a faithful translation of all that he cites. 


*'See Grabe’s Irenzus, page 60. 
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“That is Confession, by which we confess our sin to the Lord: 

“ not indeed as if he did not know it; but so that by Confession 

“ satisfaction is disposed, by Confession penance is brought 

“ forth, by penance God is appeased. Therefore Confession is a 

“ discipline of prostration and humiliation on the part of man, 

“ enjoining a behaviour which may procure mercy. It also 

“ prescribes concerning the habit and diet, to lie down in sack- 

“cloth and ashes, to disfigure the body with filth, to cast down 

“the mind with grief, to nourish prayers with fastings, to 

* groan, to weep and bewail day and night to the Lord thy God, 

“ [0 cast thyself before the priests and kneel before the altars of 
** God, to fic to all the brethren to intercede and deprecate 

“ for thee.” 

_ According to Mr. Faber, this witness is most infelicitously 

selected, because he speaks only of public confession of gross 

and scandalous sins. But he has not the candour to inform his 

readers that the Bishop did not cite him in evidence of secret 

confession, but only as a witness of the confession of secret sins, 

and not merely of those which had been open and scandalous. 

Mr. Faber appears to object to this passage on the ground of its. 
referring only to confession made to the Lord before his altar, in 

the presence of the whole assembled congregation. But a 

confession before a whole congregation was certainly not made 

to the Lord alone.’ Though the passage affords no evidence of 
secret auricular Confession, it does unquestionable prove Confes- 

sion to the priests, presbyteris advolvi, to cast thyself before the 

priests, evidently to confess to them as well as to the Lord. 

Tertullian speaks a little further on, of some sinners delaying 

their confession through shame; but this could not have been 
the case, if they had only had to confess to the Lord.t This 

passage therefore testifies of the Confession of secret sins. It. 
speaks of public Confession: but as the Church did not require 

the public Confession of secret sins, private Confession must. 


* TERTULLIAN. De Penitentia. § ix. 

+ Plerosque tamen hoc opus, ut publicationem sui aut suffugere, aut de 

die in diem differre, preesumo, pudoris magis memores quam salutis —TsER- 
TULLIAN. De Penitentia, § x. 
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have preceded it. For Tertullian speaks of Confession as 
absolutely necessary for escaping the flames of hell. “ If thou 
“ὁ holdest back from Confession, consider hell in thy heart, which 
“ Confession will extinguish for thee: and first imagine the 
“ sreatness of the punishment, that thou mayest not hesitate 
*‘ about obtaining the remedy.’* And he even distinctly states 
Confession to be of divine institution: ‘* Will the sinner, know- 
“ing Confession to have been instituted by the Lord for his 
“ reconciliation, pass over that, which restored the King of 
“ Babylon to his kingdom?’t I am well aware that Tertullian — 
applies his term Exomologesis to the whole course of penance, 
but he had previously included Confession even of secret sins. 
‘Thus is it evident from this ancient writer, that Confession{was 
held in the primitive Church, as of divine institution, as neces- 
sary for escaping eternal punishment, and as obliging to the 
declaration of secret sins, not only to the Lord, but to the priests 
of his Church. Mr. Faber may deem this witness most “ infe- 
“ὁ licitously selected,” but it is surely to his own mistaken system 
that such evidence will prove infelicitous. | 

The fourth witness is Origen. “See therefore what the divine 
“ Scripture teaches us, that we must not inwardly conceal our 
© sin. ... Those who have sinned, if they conceal and retain sin 
“ within themselves, are inwardly tormented, and almost suffo- 
© cated by the phlegm and humour of sin. But if he become 
_* his own accuser, while he accuses himself, he at the same time 
“ casts out the sin, and expels the whole cause of his malady. 
_* Only look diligently around thee, for the person to whom thou 
“art to confess thy sin. Prove the physician first, to whom thou 
“art to expose the cause of thy malady, who knows how to 
“become weak with the weak, to weep with him who weeps, 
“who knows the art of condoling and sympathizing: that so in 
i fine whatever he shall have said, who has first shown himself 
PT j 
ο΄ ἃ Si de exomologesi retractas, gehennam in corde considera, quam tibi 
exomologesis extinguet : et poenz prius magnitudinem imaginare, ut de 
Temedii adeptione non dubites.—TERTULL. Ibid, § δὶ. 


‘+ Peccator, restituendo sibi institutam a Domino exomologesin sciens, 


ΤΣ & illam que Babylonium regem in regna restituit ?—TERTULL. 
id. § wit, 
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“ to be both a skilful and a merciful physician, whatever counsel 
“he shall have given, thou mayest do and follow: if he shall 
“have understood and foreseen thy malady to be of such a 
“ nature as that it ought to be exposed and cured in the assembly 
“ of the whole Church, by which it may be that others may be 
“ edified, and thou thyself be easily cured, this must be effected 
‘with much deliberation and by the sufficiently skilful counsel 
“ of that physician.”* 

Let the impartial reader consider this passage attentively, and 
he will not fail to discover that Origen insists upon private 
auricular Confession to be made to a skilful and prudent priest, 
by whose decision the sinner is to be guided as to the propriety 
of afterwards publicly confessing before the whole assembly in 
the Church. Mr. Faber does not afford his readers the oppor- 
tunity of judging of the meaning of Origen, for he does not quote 
the passage. He contents himself with a summary protest 
against it on two grounds; that Origen does not name a Priest, 
nor enforce Confession as obligatory ; but, as Mr. Faber flatters 
himself, he comfortably falls in with the “ Anglican warning,” 
by simply recommending to state any sins which press heavily 
upon the conscience, to some discreet and experienced adviser, 
but whether any individual should choose to follow his recom- 
mendation, he says, was purely optional. 

If, instead of this paltry effort to escape from a troublesome 
witness, Mr. Faber had honestly given the passage, the reader 
could not have formed so false an idea of the language of Origen. 


* Vide ergo quid edocet nos Scriptura divina, quia oportet peccatum non 
celare intrinsecus...... Hi qui peccaverunt, si quidem occultant, et retinent 
intra se peccatum, intrinsecus urgentur, et propemodum suftocantur a 
phlegmate, vel humore peccati: Si autem ipse sui accusator fiat, dum 
accusat semetipsum, et confitetur, simul evomit et delictum, atque omnem 
morbi digerit causam. ‘Tantummodo circumspice diligentius, cui debeas 
confiteri peccatum tuum. Proba prius medicum, cui debeas causam lan- 
guoris exponere, qui sciat infirmari cum infirmante, flere cum flente, qui 
condolendi et compatiendi noverit disciplinam : ut ita demum si quid ille 
dixerit, qui se prius et eruditum medicum ostenderit et misericordem, si 
quid consilii dederit, facias, et sequaris, si intellexerit, et previderit talem 
esse languorem tuum qui in conventu totius Ecclesiz exponi debeat, et 
curari, ex quo fortassis et cateri edificari poterunt, et tu ipse facile sanari, 
multa hoc deliberatione, et satis perito medici illius consilio procurandum 
est.—ORrIGENIS tn Psalm. xxxvii, Hom. II. § vi. 
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That profound writer evidently inculcates Confession to a priest, 
though he happens not to use his name in the present passage. 
Indeed Mr. Faber fairly contradicts himself, by stating that 
Origen’s recommendation exactly corresponds with the warning 
of the Church of England: for he had before assured us, that 
“ auricular Confession ¢o ὦ priest, the Church of England allows, 
“ and in some cases recommends.” It was not likely that Origen 
would send a penitent to confess secret sins to a layman, who 
could not be qualified to judge; but he would have him choose 
a discreet director, and to choose him among many, and abide 
by his decision as that of a skilful spiritual physician. If any 
one can doubt that he here means a priest, all doubt must be 
removed by what the same Father repeats in other places. For 
instance: “There is yet a seventh remission of sins, by penance, 
*‘ though hard and laborious, when the sinner washes his couch 
** with tears, and tears are his bread day and night, and when he 
“ isnot ashamed to tell his sin to the priest of the Lord, and to 
** seek a healing medicine.”* Amd again: “ Those who are not 
“holy, die in their sins: those who are holy, do penance for 
“ their sins, feel their wounds, understand their offences, seek for 
“‘ the priest, ask for health, seek purification through the pontiff.”’t 

Mr. Faber’s second ground of objection to this evidence of 
Origen, is that he only recommends, but does not signify any 
obligation of Confession. It must be plain however, that a 
practice is not merely optional, which is indispensable for the 
spiritual health of the sinner, and for his deliverance from 
eternal condemnation. Origen declares that the Scripture teaches 
us that we must not conceal our sin. This is surely equivalent to an 
obligation of confessing it. He proceeds to declare that to confess 
our sins is the only way to be relieved from the torture of a guilty 
conscience: this is equally declaring the necessity of Confession. 


" 
_ * Est adhuc et septima, licet dura et laboriosa, per pcenitentiam remissio 
peccatorum, cum lavat peccator in lacrymis stratum suum, et fiunt ei lacrymee 
suz panes die ac nocte, et cum non erubescit sacerdoti Domini indicare 
peccatum suum, et querere medicinam.—Or1GEN. in Levit. Hom. ii. 

+? Qui non sunt sancti, in peccatis suis moriuntur: qui sancti sunt, pro 
peccatis peenitudinem gerunt, vulnera sua sentiunt, intelligunt lapsus, requi- 
runt sacerdotem, sanitatem deposcunt, purificationem per pontificem querunt. 
OricEn, in Num. Hom. ἃ. 
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But Origen elsewhere assures us that the exact Confession of all 
our sins, secret sins, or only in thought, which Mr. Faber affected 
to ridicule in the decision of Trent, is absolutely necessary, if we 
hope to escape that accusation which the devil will otherwise 
bring against us at the day of Judgment. “ All that we have 
“ὁ done of every kind must be declared, and produced in public. 
“ Whatever we have done in secret, whatever we have committed 
“in word only, or even in the secrets of our thoughts, all must 
“ of necessity be published, all brought forth; that is, brought 
“ forth by him who is both the accuser and instigator of sin.... 
“ If therefore we are beforehand with him in our lifetime, and 
“ become our own accusers, we escape the wickedness of the 
“ devil our enemy and accuser. For this also the prophet 
“elsewhere says: Do thou tell thy iniquities first, that thou 
* mayest be justified. Does he not evidently shew the mystery 
‘“‘ of which we treat, when he says: Tell thou first ? in order to 
“‘ shew thee that thou oughtest to be beforehand with him who 
“is prepared to accuse....See therefore that the declaration 
“of sin, merits the remission of sin. For the devil being 
“ anticipated in accusing, can no longer accuse us; and if weare 
“ our own accusers, it profits us to salvation: but if we wait for 
ἐς the devil to accuse us, that accusation turns to our punish- 
$mentiit 

From these several passages of Origen, it ought to appear very 
plain, that he inculcated Confession to a priest, auricular Con- 
fession of the most secret sins, even such as were only com- 
mitted in thought, and that he held such Confession of divine 


* Etenim omni genere pronuntianda sunt, et in publicum proferenda que 
gerimus, Si quid in occulto gerimus, si quid in sermone solo, vel etiam intra 
cogitationum secreta commisimus, cuncta necesse est publicari, cuncta pro- 
ferri; proferri autem ab illo qui et accusator peccati est, et incentor. .... Si 
ergo in vita preveniamus eum, et ipsi nostri accusatores simus, nequitiam 
diaboli inimici nostri et accusatoris effugimus. Sic enim et alibi propheta 
dicit: ‘‘ Dic tu, tnqguit, iniquitates tuas prior, ut justificeris.” Nonne evi- 
denter mysterium de quo tractamus ostendit, cum dicit : Dic tu prior? ut 
ostendat tibi quia preevenire illum debeas qui paratus est ad accusandum.... 
Vide ergo quia pronuntiare peccatum, remissionem peccati meretur. Pre- 
ventus enim diabolus in accusatione, ultra nos accusare non poterit ; et si 
ipsi nostri simus accusatores, proficit nobis ad salutem: si vero expectemus 
ut a diabolo accusemur, accusatio illa cedit nobis ad poenam.—OricEn. In 
Levit. Hom. Ill. ; 
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institution and obligation for recovering the health of the soul, 
and escaping the accusation of our enemy at the day of judg- 
ment. 

The last witness adduced is St. Cyprian, “ the admirable 
“ Bishop of Carthage,’ as Mr. Faber here styles him. The 
following is the passage which Dr. Trevern had quoted, but Mr. 
Faber does not give it. ‘‘ He (God) sees the hearts and breasts 
“ς of all, and he is to judge, not only of our deeds, but also of 
‘“‘ our words and thoughts, he beholds the minds of all, and the 
“ς will conceived within the hidden places of the yet closed up 
“bosom. Finally however greater in faith, and better in fear 
“ those are who although not bound by any crime of sacrifice or 
billet, yet because they so much as thought of this, confessing 
ἐξ: this same with sorrow to the priests of God, make a conscien- 
*‘ tious declaration, expose the weight upon their mind, seek a 
ἐς salutary remedy for wounds although small and inconsiderable, 
“ knowing that it is written: God is not mocked. God cannot 
“‘ be mocked or deceived, or deluded by any deceitful cunning. 
“ Indeed he is more guilty who thinking God to be like man, 
“ believes he shall escape the punishment of crime, if he has not 
“ openly committed crime. Christ in his precepts says: He 
“that is ashamed of me, the Son of man shall be ashamed of 
“ him. And does he think himself a Christian who is either 
ἐς ashamed or afraid to be a Christian? How can he be with 
“ Christ who is either ashamed or afraid to belong to Christ? 
_“ He certainly will have been guilty of less sin by not seeing 
“idols, nor profaning the sanctity of faith before the eyes of a 
“ surrounding and insulting people, by not defiling his hands 
“ with fatal sacrifices, nor staining his mouth with criminal food. 
“ This will render his fault less, but will not make his conscience 
“innocent. He may more easily obtain the pardon of his crime. 
But he is not free from crime. Nor let him cease to do 
“penance and deprecate the mercy of the Lord, lest what 
appears less in the quality of the crime should increase by 
“ neglected satisfaction. I beseech you, most dear brethren, let 
“each confess his crime while the offender is in the world, 
“while his confession may be admitted, while the satisfaction 
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“and remission made by the priests is pleasing to the 
“ Lord.”* 


Whoever reads this passage, will not wonder that Mr. Faber 
should decline quoting it, and prefer giving his summary decision, 
that St. Cyprian is so strangely wide “ of the mark in respect 
“to the avowed purpose of his adduction by Dr. Trevern, that, 
“were I not tolerably well acquainted with that disingenuous 
“ Prelate’s humour of catching at a straw, I should really admire 
“his splendid audacity of reference and citation.” Whenever 
we find Mr. Faber warm and splenetic im this wise, we may be 
pretty sure that his opponent has been too pointed and. pungent 
for him, and that he had no answer at hand for a forcible argu- 
ment. Accordingly if we turn to the “ avowed purpose” of the 
Bishop, we shall find his quotation peculiarly pertinent, instead 
of “ strangely wide of the mark.’’ Dr. Trevern adduced it to 
prove the necessity of auricular Confession; and this is plain 
from St. Cyprian’s imsisting on the Confession of sins even of 
thought. Such sms were never required to be publicly confessed, 
as Mr. Faber well knows. Therefore the Confession urged by 
St. Cyprian must have been a private, auricular Confession. And 


* Videt ille corda et pectora singulorum, et judicaturus est, non tantum 
de factis, sed et de verbis et de cogitationibus nostris, omnium mentes 
voluntatesque conceptas in ipsis adhuc clausi pectoris latebris intuetur.. 
Denique quanto et fide majeres et timore meliores sunt qui quamyvis nullo 
sacrificii aut libelli facinore constricti, quoniam tamen de hoc vel cogitave- 
runt, hoc ipsum apud sacerdotes Dei dolenter et simpliciter confitentes, 
exomologesin conscientiz faeiunt, animi sui pondus exponunt, salutarem 
medelam parvis licet et modicis vulneribus exquirunt, scientes scriptum 
esse: “‘ Deus non deridetur.”” Derideri et circumveniri Deus non potest nee 
astutia aliqua fallente deludi. Plus immo delinquit qui secundum hominem 
Deum cogitans evadere se peenam criminis credit, si non palam crimen 
admisit. Christus in preceptis suis dicit: ‘‘ Qui confusus me fuerit, con- 
** fundet eum filius hominis.” Et Christianum se putat qui Christianus 
esse aut veretur? Quomodo potest esse cum Christo qui ad Christum per-. 
tinere aut erubescit aut metuit? Minus plané peccaverit non videndo idola, 
nec sub oculis circumstantis atque insultantis populi sanctitatem fidei pro-— 
phanando, non polluendo manus suas funestis sacrificiis, nec sceleratis cibis 
ora maculando. Hoc eo proficit ut sit minor culpa, non ut innocens con- 
scientia. Facilius potest ad veniam criminis pervenire. Non est tamen 
immunis a crimine. Nec cesset in agenda peenitentia atque in Domini mise- 
ricordia deprecanda, ne quod minus esse in qualitate delicti videtur, in 
neglecta satisfactione cumuletur. Confiteantur singuli, quzso vos, fratres” 
dilectissimi, delictum suum dum adhuc qui deliquit in seculo est, dum 
admitti confessio ejus potest, dum satisfactio et remissio facta per sacerdotes 
apud Dominum grata est.—S. Cyrriani, De Lapsis ; versus finem. 
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the Holy Father insists upon such Confessionas odligatory, because 
otherwise the sinner would be guilty of attempting to mock and 
deceive God himself. Τὸ complete the testimony, St. Cyprian 
distinctly states that this Confession must be made fo the priests 
of God. All this is on the face of the quotation; and yet Mr. 
Faber has the splendid “ audacity” to denounce the passage as 
“ strangely wide of the mark!” Not content with this, in the 
Preface to his book, he defies me to prove an assertion which I 
had made in a former publication, that “ St. Cyprian speaks of 
*‘ secret sins confessed to the priests, and of remission granted 
“ by them.”* And with insulting conceitedness he inclines to 
believe, that I never consulted St. Cyprian, but “ implicitly 
_ © rested at second hand upon the intrepid assertion of the not 
“very scrupulous Bishop of Strasbourg.”t If such arrogant 
charges deserved repulsion, I might tell Mr. Faber that the 
words of St. Cyprian above cited are the splendid proof of my 
assertion; and that whatever he may incline to think, when I 
wrote that sentence, I had never seen the Bishop’s “ intrepid 
* assertion.” 

But upon what grounds, it will be asked, can Mr. Faber 
attempt to dismiss the evidence of St. Cyprian as “ so strangely 
“ wide of the mark?” He boldly assures us that in the Discourse 
on the Lapsed, St. Cyprian never once even so much as mentions 
the subject, but is treating of an entirely different topic, and that 
the only Confession, of which he speaks is public Confession of 
-apostacy.—These are the sole grounds adduced ; and one needs 
only glance at St. Cyprian’s words above cited, to be convinced 
of their utter falsity. That holy Father proclaims the necessity 

_of private Confession to the priest, of sins committed only in 

thought ; and Mr. Faber impudently asserts that the only Con- 
_ fession of which he speaks is of apostacy actually and openly 
- committed. When men can thus wilfully misrepresent words, 
_ which at the same time they abstain from quoting, they must 

feel the weakness of the cause, which they have rashly under- 
taken to defend. 


4 Defence against Blanco White, First Edition p. 93: Second Edition p. 71. 
+ Preface to Diff. of Rom. Second Edition, p. xxxiv. 
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I have now vindicated the several passages cited by the Bishop 
of Strasbourg from Fathers of the first three centuries; and 
proved that they all concur to establish the primitive belief of 
the divine institution and obligation of auricular Confession even 
of secret sins, and sins only of thought. It would be easy to 
accumulate authorities from succeeding centuries; and I omit 
them merely for the sake of brevity. Their evidence to any 
reasonable mind would be as satisfactory as that of the earlier 
witnesses: for at whatever date Confession is found believed 
and practised in the Church, no human ingenuity can account 
for its establishment except on the ground of its originally divine 
institution. 

I am quite ready to reply to the attempt made by Mr. 
Faber, the last of a long train of hack objectors, to patch up an 
argument against Confession, from the well-known abolition of 
the office of penitentiary at Constantinople, about the end of the 
fourth century; which transaction Mr. Faber represents as the 
“ speedy abrogation of the novelty of private Confession on the 
“ part of the Greek Church, by reason of its soon experienced 
“¢ grievously immoral consequences.” He is not the first who 
has attempted the argument, he only follows his master Calvin, 
and a host of subordinate cavillers; but if he had proved his 
point, he would certainly have been the first who had succeeded. 
He barely alludes to the affair, neither reporting the historical 
fact, nor pursuing any reasoning upon it: but when a man tells 
us that he might well insist upon a matter which he does not 
stay to develope, we are apt to suspect that he had no very 
honourable reasons for withholding the evidence. However what 
is most censurable, is that he passes over in silence the Bishop of 
Strasbourg’s plain and satisfactory refutation of the very argu- 
ment, which he here coolly tells us he “ might well insist 
“upon.” By what rule is a disputant entitled to insist upon an 
argument, which has been already proved fallacious, while he 
abstains from stating a single reason for rejecting. such proof? 
By none, I suspect, but the capricious dishonesty which eternally 
besets the sorry system of Faberism. Dr. Trevern had stated — 
the fact as reported by Socrates and Sozomen,* had shewn that 

* Socrates, Hist. Eecles, Lib. v. ce. 19.—Sozomen, Lib, vii. c. 16. 
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these historians testified to the two important points of the 
necessity and practice of private Confession, and of private 
Confession preceding that which was made in public. He had 
also, against Calvin’s argument here resuscitated by Mr. Faber, 
proved that auricular Confession was no novelty, but that as it 
existed ever before the fact reported by these historians, so it 
existed ever after. He had observed in conclusion, that it was 
painful to have still to refute such miserable chicanery, which 
those Protestants, who loved truth and good faith, would never 
revive.* After all this, I have the doubly painful task of 
unveiling this sophistry once more. 

Socrates and Sozomen report, that about the year 251, on 
account of the errors of the Novatians, who taught that the 
enormous crime of apostacy could not be remitted by the keys 
of the priesthood, the Church increased the severity of her 
penitential discipline, lest by seeming too indulgent, she might in 
any way contribute to the propagation of this dangerous error. 
Accordingly a priest was appointed in each church for the office 
of penitentiary, to whom all were to address themselves to 
receive a proportionate public penance, after confessing their sins. 
In the time of Nectarius, who immediately preceded St. John 
_ Chrysostom in the see of Constantinople, at the close of the 
fourth century, a certain woman of quality confessed to the 
penitentiary a grievous sin committed with a deacon in the 
church, which becoming publicly known, and causing great 
scandal, the Bishop, by the advice of Eudemon, a priest of 
_ Constantinople, suppressed the office of penitentiary altogether, 
and left it to each one’s conscience to approach to the sacraments 
_ without the necessity of doing previous public penance, if he 
considered himself not to stand in need of it. From this, Calvin 
and his friend Mr. Faber, have concluded, that auricular Con- 
fession was abolished; “ by reason,” as the latter adds, “ of its 
“soon experienced grievously immoral consequences.” 

_ No inference could be more unfounded. Doubtless Nectarius 
abolished the office of penitentiary priest, which had been only 


* Amicable Discussion, Vol, 11, Letter xi, page 149, 152, (Richmond’s 
Translation. ) 
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instituted after the persecution of Decius. But so far from this 
affording proof of the abolition of private Confession, it is a 
strong proof of its remaining in full vigour. The penitentiary 
was appointed to hear Confessions of canonical faults, that is of 
such sins as subjected the penitent to public canonical penance, ὦ 
one part of which consisted in a public Confession of certain 
sins. Before the institution of a penitentiary priest, the Bishop 
alone received such Confessions, and enjoined canonical penances. 
When Nectarius removed the public penitentiary, the practice 
of private Confession was not abolished; but on the contrary 
remained in full vigour, as it had been before the penitentiary 
was established. For all that Nectarius abolished, was that 
which could give occasion to public scandal. Public Confession 
injudiciously enjoined by the penitentiary, might give such 
occasion, as it appears to have done in the present instance : 
therefore the office of public penitentiary was abolished at Con- 
stantinople. But private auricular Confession could give no room 
for scandal: therefore there was no call for its abolition, and it 
was not abolished. The faithful were no longer obliged to apply 
to one appointed penitentiary, but might choose any other 
priest, and follow their own discretion as to the public penance 
which he might enjoin. And thus private Confession became 
even more solidly confirmed and sanctioned. ‘The penitentiary 
was not the only priest who heard Confessions in a city so 
populous as Constantinople: but he was the only one appointed 
to prescribe and enforce public penances. 

Nectarius abolished an institution merely ecclesiastical: but a 
divine institution he neither could, nor would have attempted 
to abrogate. I have already proved from primitive witnesses, 
that private Confession is of divine institution; and therefore 
Mr. Faber has no right to style it a novelty. The affair of 
Nectarius has been now once more shewn to apply only to an 
office connected with public Confession and penance: therefore 
Mr Faber is not justified in insisting upon it asa proof of 
the abrogation of private Confession. And when Mr. Faber can 
shew that private Confession properly understood and practised, 
is chargeable with “ grievously immoral consequences,”—to the 
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proof of which I dare him with unflinching assurance,—then, 
and not till then, will he be entitled to so serious an imputation 
upon the doctrine and practice of the Christian Church for 
eighteen centuries. 

The reader will now judge whether the Bishop of Strasbourg 
misrepresented the evidence adduced from the early Fathers, or 
whether Mr. Faber has not shamefully perverted its meaning, to 

escape the obvious consequences of its candid admission. While 
he charges that worthy prelate with “ unwarrantable paltering,” 
he characterises our practice of Confession as an “ offensive and 
“ὁ mischievous imposition of the Roman Church.” How much 
better the candid and enlightened Leibnitz had learned to esti- 
mate Confession, though even Mr. Faber will hardly contend 
with that great man for superior acquaintance with the doctrine 
of antiquity. “It cannot be denied that the whole of this 
** institution is worthy of the divine wisdom, and if there be any 
“thing in the Christian religion of superior excellence and 
“ worthy of praise, it is assuredly this, which filled even the 
“ Chinese and Japanese with admiration: for the necessity of 
“ confessing both deters many from sins, those especially who 
“are not yet hardened, and affords to those who are fallen great 
“consolation; so that I consider a pious, grave and prudent 
“ confessor as a great instrument of God for the salvation of 
“ὁ souls, for his counsel is profitable for governing our affections, 
- “for detecting our vices, for teaching us to avoid occasions of 
_ sin, to restore what has been stolen, to repair losses, to remove 
-“ doubts, to alleviate the afflicted mind, and finally to remove or 

_ “ mitigate every evil of the soul.’’* 
_ Mr. Faber’s last shift is to denounce the “ effrontery” of the 


᾿ς * Totum autem hoc institutum divina sapientia dignum esse negari non 
| P otest, οἵ si quid aliud, hoc certe in Christiana religione preclarum et 
ΝΗ ile est, quod et Sinenses ac Japonenses sunt admirati : nam et ἃ peccatis 
Uipiios deterret confitendi necessitas,eos maxime qui nundum obdurati sunt 
_ @t lapsis magnam consolationem prestat, ut adeo putem pium, gravem et 
prudentem confessarium magnum Dei organum esse ad animarum salutem, 
prodest enim consilium ejus ad regendos affectus, ad animadvertenda vitia 
_ nostra ad vitandas peccatorum occasiones, ad restituendum ablatum, et repa- 
randum damnum datum, ad dubia eximenda ad erigendam mentem afflictam, 
ad omnia denique anime mala aut tollenda aut mitiganda.—LeIBNirz, 
Systema Theologia, p. 270. 
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good Bishop in adducing a strange, unauthorised, and unscrip- 
tural distinction for the meaning of the Greek word psTavardy: 
so as to make it sometimes signify mental repentance, and at 
other times bodily penance. This he says is “ one of the many: 
“ cherished delights of the Latin Church :” but we all know that 
to do away with penance, both in word and practice, is one of 
the many cherished delights of those who are separated from her 
connexion. He asks with an air of fancied triumph: “ Where,/ 
“is there a single passage in the whole New Testament, which © 
“enjoins the performance of a Latin penance as necessary to : 
“ eternal salvation?” I answer that the whole spirit of the New 
Testament breathes a true hatred of sin, and a true love of God. | 
But no passage of the sacred volume authorises the conclusion, — 
either that repentance for sin, or love of God, if true, can remain — 
sterile and inactive in the soul. They are the foundations of. 
penance, and they will infallibly produce penitential works. Mr. — 
Faber may call these ‘* works of holiness,—works worthy of © 
“ repentance, or a holy conversation suitable to repentance,” by 
which he seeks to elude the force of St. Paul’s expression: ὄξιω. 
Tis μετανόιας ἔργα: but from true repentance and divine love — 
will follow painful, or penitential works, such as tears, prayers, 
sacrifices, rigorous self-denials and corporal austerities, and if 
some of these do not follow, the heart, it is to be feared, is 
impenitent. 
_ Mr. Faber proceeds to observe,—adhering throughout to his’ 
unbecoming system of applying to us opprobrious names,—that 
“an uneducated Romanist, who peradventure has read the 
“ translations authorised by his Church,” would reply that 
Penance is enjoined repeatedly in the Holy Scripture. But the 
Bishop of Strasbourg, he argues, knows perfectly well that 
“ Penance and do penance, which perpetually occur with most 
“ ridiculous absurdity in the Romish versions of the New Testa- 
“ἐ ment, do not exhibit the true idea of the original words μετάνοιω 
“and μετανοεῖν." These words purely and exclusively relate to 
that moral change of mind which we denominate Repentance. — 
This is Mr. Faber’s argument, wound up as usual with a bom- 
* Acts xxvi. 20. Compare St. Matt. iii, 8—St. Luke iii. 8. | 
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bastic flourish: “ By this lamentable, and (I fear) systematic 
“ὁ mistranslation of the Greek original, thousands and millions 
* may have been seduced by the apostatic Church of Rome into 
“a scheme of mere unauthorised and misdeemed meritorious 
“ will worship.” I do not stay to remark, how the doubt 
sneeringly insinuated at first, as to a Romanist peradventure 
having read the translation, is gloriously dissipated at last by the 
fear that millions have been seduced by the alleged mistransla- 
tion. I do not stay to demand, supposing the Church of Rome 
to be “ apostatic,’ from what other Church she could at any 
time have apostatised : Woman, where are they that accused thee ὃ 
Hath no man condemned thee? .... No man, Lord* Butl 
proceed directly to repel the accusation, that Penance is nota 
‘true meaning of μετάνοια, but that the Greek word “ purely and 
“ exclusively” relates to that change of mind and purpose 
denominated Repentance. 

The word μετώνοια has three vianidibabiconiis to change one’s 
‘mind,—to be sorrowful for the past,—and to punish ourselves for 
past transgressions. The last, I presume, is the only meaning 
‘which Mr. Faber will dispute: it would therefore be superfluous 
to establish the two former. It is worthy of remark that where- 
ever the words μετάνοια and μετανοῶν occur in the Old Testament, 
St. Jerom and the old Latin interpreters before him invariably 
translate them by penitentia and penitere ; whereas if those 
Greek words related solely to a change of mind, as Mr. Faber 
so confidently asserts, the words resipiscentia and resipiscere 
‘would naturally have been employed for the translation. Here is 
“unquestionable primitive authority for the word penitentia. But 
that this word means not only a change of mind, but sorrow and 
self-chastisement, we may learn from Lactantius: “He who 
_“ repents (penitet) of his deed, understands his former error. 
_“ Therefore the Greeks'say better and more significantly, μετάνοια; 

“ which we may call change of mind. For he turns again, and as it 
'“ were receives his mind back from folly, who is grieved for his 
“ error, and chastises himself for his madness, and confirms his 
“mind to lead a more upright life; and then takes particular 


* St. John viii. 10, 11. 
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“ care, not to be drawn again into the same snares.”* Lactantius 
includes not only in the Latin peenitentia, but also in the Greek 
μετάνοια, sorrow and self-castigation. But even Pagan authors 
of indisputable authority, employ the Latin word in the same 
sense. For instance Cicero: “ We see the king Alexander, who 
“ after slaying his intimate friend Clytus, could scarcely keep 
“from laying violent hands upon himself. So great was the 
“ force of his penitence (pcenitendi)*.”” And Ovid says: 


Peenitet, 6 si quid miserorum creditur ulli 
Peenitet, et fucto torqueor ipse meo. 
Lib. i. De Ponto, Eleg. 1. 
I content myself with one Christian author, though many might — 
be quoted. ‘Tertullian says: “ Penance is produced by Confes- 
“sion: by penance God is appeased.”’t Here he could ποῦ 
mean a simple change of mind; for that is not induced by 
Confession, but precedes it. : 
Since then penitentia has always been considered a fit translation — 
for ysTévore, why are we to be blamed for considering penance a — 
corresponding English translation? There are passages in the © 
New Testament, where any other would be perfectly absurd. — 
For instance, our Blessed Saviour says of Tyre and Sidon, that — 
they would long ago have done penance in sackcloth and ashes. || 
Here the Greek is uetevoncar, but to repent in sackcloth and 
ashes is unquestionably a far more operative repentance than 
Mr. Faber’s mere moral change of mind. In like manner our 
Blessed Lord speaks of the Ninivites doing penance at the 
preaching of Jonas. Here again it is μετενόησαν, and the — 
Protestant Testament has repented ; but every one knows what 
kind of repentance was that of the Ninivites; that it included 
fasting and humiliation, sackcloth and ashes, crying to the Lord 
* Is quem facti sui penitet, errorem suum pristinum intelligit. Ideoque 
Greci melius et significantius uete¢voray dicunt, quam nos possumus resipi- 
scentiam dicere. Resipiscit enim ac mentem suam quasi ab insania recipit, 
quem errati piget, castigatque seipsum dementiz, et confirmat animum ad 
rectius vivendum ; tum illud ipsum maximé cavet, ne rursus in eosdem 
laqueos inducatur.—Lacranttius Institut. Lib. vi. Cap. 24. pi 
+ Alexandrum regem videmus, qui cum interemisset. Clytum familiarem 
suum, vix a se manus abstinuit. Tanta vis fuit pcenitendi.—Cic. im 4 


Tusculan. Quest. 


1 Confessione peenitentia nascitur ; poenitentia Deus placatur. TERTULL. 
Lib. de Peenit. pe 
|| St. Matt. xi. 21—St. Luke x. 13. 4 St. Luke xi. 32. 


SECTION I. CONFESSION. 493 


with all their strength; and that it moved God to mercy, because 
God saw their Works, say sthe sacred text, plainly indicating that 
their repentance was not limited to a moral change of mind, but 
manifested itself in works of penance.* Here is something very 
like a divine inculcation of “a latin penance,” to copy Mr. Faber’s 
peculiar phraseology ; for here our Saviour declares that the men 
οἵ Ninive shall condemn this generation, because they did severe 
penance at the preaching of Jonas, and men ought now to do 
much more, since the preaching of Him who is greater than Jonas. 
Mr. Faber would have it that when St. Paul exhorted to works 
worthy of penance, ἄξια τῆς μετανοίας ἔργα," he meant no more 

- than “a holy conversation suitable to repentance.” But he 
forgot that the Apostle elsewhere explains very precisely 
his own meaning. Now I am glad: not because you were made 
sorrowful, but because you were made sorrowful unto penance, 
és μετάνοιαν. He goes on to explain what are the essential 
concomitants of this sorrow unto penance, and among them 
he mentions indignation and revenge, that is taking vengeance on 
ourselves by self-inflicted penance. For behold this self-same 
thing, that you were made sorrowful according to God, how great 
carefulness- doth ἐξ workin you : yea defence, yea INDIGNATION, 
yea fear, yea desire, yea zeal, yea REVENGE.[ Mr. Faber has 
not well learned even from his own masters, for Calvin himself 
has this remarkable comment on the above passage: “ The last 
“ is revenge ; for the more severe we are against ourselves, and 
“ the more strictly we call ourselves to account for our sins, the 
© more propitious and merciful we may hope that the Lord will 
“he. And certainly it is impossible for a soul, struck with a 
“ dread of the divine judgment, not to take revenge by exacting 
“ punishment of himself.” || ere is at. least an authority to which 
1 should hope that Mr. Faber will reverently bow: and by this 
time he must be prepared to acknowledge that there are various 
A passages in the New Testament, which “ enjoin the performance 


ἽΝ * Jonas iii. 5—10. + Acts xxvi. 20, 
. } 2 Cor. vii. 9, 10, 11. 
|| Postrema’ est vindicta; quo enim severiores in nos sumus, et acriore 
censura questionem habemus de peccatis nostris, eo sperare debemus magis 
propitium ac misericordem Dominum. Et certe fieri non potest, quin 
anima divini judicii horrore perculsa, partes ultionis in exigenda de se poena 
occupet.—CaLvin. Instit. Lid. III. Cap. 3, § 16. 
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“ of a Latin penance.” It is the Church of England, and not the 
Catholic Church, that is guilty of systematic mistranslation in 
these instances, to seduce her followers into a fond belief, so dear 
to self love, that penance is unnecessary. By such lamentable 
misrepresentation, she affords one very palpable proof that she 
has no claim to be the true Church of Christ. The rejection 
of Confession and Penance was marked by an early Father, 
Lactantius, at the beginning of the fourth century, as a sure sign 
of a false Church: “ No one ought to flatter himself with 
“ obstinate contention. For the question is of life and salvation: 
“ which will be lost and extinguished, unless carefully and 
“ diligently attended to. But since all heretical congregations — 
“‘ think themselves especially Christians, and theirs the Catholic 
“ Church, we must know that that alone is the true [Church], in | 
“ which are Confession and Penance, which afford a salutary 
“cure for the sins and wounds, to which the infirmity of the — 
“flesh is subject.”* With this I leave Mr. Faber to judge — 
which Church merits his epithet of “ apostatic.” | : 


Secrion IL.—SATIsFACTION, 


As Mr. Faber begins his attack on Satisfaction, by proclaiming — 
that the parent of expiating penance is “ the vain phantasy so 
“ congenial to our proud though fallen nature, the phantasy of — 
“ Meritorious Satisfaction,” it will be most proper to state in 
the first place the exact doctrine of the Catholic Church on this — 
much misrepresented subject of theology. Thus speaks the 
Council of Trent: “It must be taught, that the penance of ἃ 
“ Christian after his fall is widely different from that of Baptism, 
“ and that there are included in it not only cessation from sins, 
“ and a detestation of them, or a contrite and humbled heart, but 


* Neminem sibi oportet pertinaci concertatione blandiri. Agitur enim de — 
vita et salute: cui nisi caute ac diligenter consulatur, amissa et extincta erit. 
Sed tamen quia singuli quique ccetus hereticorum se potissimum Christi- 
anos, et suam esse Catholicam Ecclesiam putant, sciendum est illam esse 
veram, in qua est confessio et poenitentia, que peccata et vulnera, quae 
subjecta est imbecillitas carnis, salubriter curat.—Lactrantivus. Divin. 
Instit.. Lib. IV. C. xxx. 
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«ς also sacramental Confession at least in desire, and to be made: 
“in proper time, and sacerdotal absolution: as also Satisfaction 
“ by fasts, alms, prayers, and other pious exercises of a spiritual 
“ life, not indeed for the eternal punishment, which either by the 
“ sacrament (of Penance) or by the desire of the sacrament is: 
“ remitted together with the guilt, but for the temporal punish- 
© ment.’’* . 
But the Council lnidadaeky says in another place: “ If any’ 
“one shall say, that Satisfaction is not made to God, through’ 
“ the merits of Jesus Christ, for the temporal punishment due to 
“ sin, by the patient endurance of the afflictions sent us from 
heaven; or by the performance of the penance enjoined us by: 
“ the priest; as also, by actions voluntarily imposed on ourselves, 
“as fasting, prayer, almsdeeds, and even other works of piety, 
“and that therefore the best penance is merely a new life, let 
“ him be anathema.” And in the next Canon: “If any one 
* shall say, that the works of Satisfaction, by which, through: 
“* Jesus Christ, penitent sinners redeem their sins, are not acts of 
“ divine worship; but mere traditions of men, which obscure 
“ the true doctrine of grace, and the real worship of God, and 
“ the benefit of Christ’s death, let him be anathema.”f 
_ These Canons are grounded upon the doctrine previously 
expressed in the clearest terms by the Council in the same 
Session: “ But this our Satisfaction which we make for our sins, 
“is not made in any other way than through Jesus Christ; for we 
“who of ourselves can do nothing, as of ourselves, by the 
“co-operation of him who strengthens us, can do all things, 
“and thus man hath nothing wherein to glory: dut all our 
“ glorying is in Christ : in whom we live, in whom we merit, in 
~““whom we make Satisfaction, bring forth fruits worthy of 
“ penance, which have their power from him, are by him offered 
ly “ to the Father, and through him are accepted by the Father:”t 
_ I have quoted so much, in order to shew that the whole spirit 
and solemn decisions of the Council of Trent are directly 


* Concil, Trid. Sess. VI. Cap. xiv. De lapsis et eorum -justificatione. 
+ Concil. Trid. Sess. xiv. Can. xiii. xiv. 
1 Concil. Trid. Sess. XIV. Cap. viii. 
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opposite to the vain phantasy of Meritorious Satisfaction, which 
Mr. Faber has again injuriously charged upon us. Well might 
the illustrious Bossuet, after his own luminous exposition of the 
real Catholic doctrine on the subject of meritorious works, 
exclaim: “ Will the Church never be able to persuade her 
““ children, who are now become her adversaries, neither by the 
“* explanation of her Faith, nor by the decisions of her Councils, 
“ὁ nor by the prayers of her Sacrifice, that she does not consider 
“ herself as having life or hope, but in Jesus Christ alone ?’”* 
I know not indeed what would convince such an opponent as 
Mr. Faber. In the face of what he must well know, the decisions 
of the Church in her general Councils, the doctrines of her 
Catechisms, the declarations of her prelates and divines, he, who 
generally, as I willingly testify, does report our doctrines with 
much more fairness and accuracy than other Protestant contro- 
vertists, here deliberately calumniates us, by as false:a statement 
as the Father of lies himself could fabricate. 

He accuses us of “ deeply rooted and widely pullulating 
“ heresy,” an accusation certainly somewhat novel against the 
Church of all ages and nations. Thus, according to Mr. Faber, 
we are at last made out heretics - but this is not all. We are 
closely identified with Pagans, Mahometans, and Socinians, for 
thus he pursues his indictment. “ This deeply rooted and 
“ widely pullulating heresy, which lies at the bottom of all false 
“ schemes of religion, whether Pagan or Papal or Mahommedan 
“ or Socinian, is cherished in all its baneful luxuriance by the 
“ Church of Rome: and the account, which is very accurately 
“ given of it by the Bishop of Strasbourg, may be briefly stated 
“ in manner following.” This is, 1 conjecture, the first time 
that the theological reader has seen heresy laid as a foundation © 
for Paganism or Mahometanism ; yet: these are days of boasted 
new light, and Mr. Faber’s system quite keeps pace with the 
march of modern theology: yet I do hope that it may be the — 
last time that any Christian professor will exhibit such palpably 
wicked slanders against the Catholic Church, or any of its dis- 
tinguished prelates. 

* Exposition, Chap. vi. 
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The Bishop of Strasbourg had already complained of a peculiar 
method perpetually followed by Mr. Faber, of reducing his 
Lordship’s argumentation to some short syllogistic form of his 
own workmanship; and then attacking his own syllogism, of 
course with ample success, leaving, all the while, the Bishop's | 
real argument untouched.* Callous however to all reproof, even 
from so respectable a quarter, Mr. Faber is here at the same 
dishonest work again. He states the Bishop to have very accu- 
rately given an account of the heresy of Meritorious Satisfaction, 
and then gives his own synopsis of the Bishop’s account. It 
amounts, according to Mr. Faber, to this: “ The meritorious 
“ passion of Christ upon the cross delivers us only from the 
_ eternal punishment of sin: in a temporal point of view, we 
“ ourselves must make satisfaction for it to the offended justice 
“ of God. Now this satisfaction is made, partly by our per- 
a sonally undergoing certain penalties, and partly by our perform- 
“ ing certain meritoridus good works.” 

On every principle of common equity, honour and truth, I 
protest against this, as a wilful and deliberate misrepresentation, 
both of Catholic doctrine, and of the Bishop’s statement. J] am 
not here to deal with a man sheltered under ignorance or inad- 
_wertency. Mr. Faberisa scholar, a veteran polemic, and one who 
claims to be considered a theologian. There is therefore no justi- 
fication for such a man, when he is convicted of calumny, and Mr. 
Faber’s conviction will be readily established. I dare him to 
tell, grown old as he is im evil days of polemical dishonesty, 
under what treet the daughter of Juda, the spouse of Christ, the 
Church of God ever violated her fidelity, by teaching such 
abominable corruption, as that Christ on the cross redeemed us 
only from the eternal, and not also from the temporal punishment 

-of sin, but left us to satisfy for the latter ourselves. Under what 
' tree, in which of her Councils, did the Church ever state such 
impiety? Mr. Faber could not have been ignorant that the last 
general Council of Trent pronounced anathema against any who © 
‘should say, that “ Satisfaction is not made to God, through the 


* Dr. Trevern’s Answer to the Difficulties of Romanism, p. 370. 
+ Daniel xiii. 52, 54. 
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“ merits of Jesus Christ, for the temporal punishment due to sin.” 
In which of her doctors, or divines, under what tree, will this 
falsely accusing elder, find his vile fabrication supported? 
Catholic divines unanimously teach, that it is impossible for 
Satisfaction ever to be made by any mere man, for any sin, 
either as to the eternal or temporal punishment. No Satisfaction 
of ours is available except through the merits of Jesus: but, says 
the Apostle, “if we suffer with him, we may be also glorified 
“with him.”* This charge against the Church is therefore 
notoriously false and disgraceful. 

But against the venerable Bishop of Strasser it is even more 
disgraceful, because it is not here made for the first time, but 
deliberately repeated, after the Bishop had disowned and dis- 
proved it. Mr. Faber accuses Dr. Trevern of confidently 
asserting that Christ did not satisfy for the temporal punishment 
of our sins, but left us to supply the defect in our Redeemer’s 
explation by meritorious actions in the way of an expiatory 
satisfaction to God. But I again ask, under what tree? In 
which page of the Bishop’s writings did Mr. Faber ever find 
assertionS so injurious to the all-atoning merits of our dear 
Redeemer’s passion? In Letter XII of his Amicable Discussion, 
the Bishop distinctly says: ‘“ The punishments we have to 
“undergo here below dear no proportion with the chastisement 
due to sin: the equivalent is only to be found in eternity, and 
“ the gust compensation, in the merits of the cross” .... But “is 
“it derogatory from the merits of the cross to believe that 
“ without the particular application of its infinite merits to us, 
“¢ it is impossible for any one to derive benefit from it; that this 
ἐς application still requires our co-operation, because he who 
* created us without our concurrence will not save us without 
“our concurrence; and that still owr personal and satis- 
“ factory works are no more in themselves than dead works, 
“but that by being united to those of our Saviour,....... ὔ 
ἐς they derive life, strength, and value. ... What then? Becausif 
ἐς we cannot offer sufficient Satisfaction, are we to offer none?” 
This and similar language pervades the Bishop’s whole Chapter. 


* Romans viii.—17. 
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Now observe how Mr. Faber has proceeded. In his first edition 
of Difficulties of Romanism, he professed not to see clearly the 
Bishop’s meaning, but ventured, as far as he could understand 
him, to represent his statement as signifying that Christ’s 
passion “ does not avail to deliver us from the temporal punishment 
“ of sin.”* A little further on he grew more venturesome, and 
stated that the Bishop seemed evidently to consider temporal 
punishment as “ a meritorious expiation made on our part.” He 
might, he said, be mistaken, he hoped he was mistaken, but in 
his fear that he was not, he was painfully confirmed by the 


- Bishop’s clearly deeming satisfactory works meritorious. Observe 


then that at first Mr. Faber expressed himself cautiously as to 


_ the Bishop’s meaning. But when Dr. Trevern in his Answer, 
firmly and positively denied having ever spoken of the merit of 


our Satisfactions, or of our works as being meritorious, in the 
sense of proper, independent merit of our own, then in the 
second edition before us, Mr. Faber no longer doubted, but 
bravely charged the prelate at once with the “ widely pullulating 
“heresy of Meritorious Satisfaction.” The Bishop in his 
Answer to the first edition of Mr. Faber’s Difficulties, transcribed 
the passages to which I have just referred, and indignantly asked 
what Mr. Faber meant by replying to what he had never 


_ advanced, and disregarding what he had really said.t But Mr. 


Faber, as if lost to all sense of candour and justice, takes no 
notice of this positive disavowal and challenge, but fabricates an 


_ argument as usual for the Bishop, and then,—“ ¢ractant fabrilia 


“‘FABRI,’ — valiantly proceeds to demolish his own baseless 


_ edifice. To look for common equity in a man, who can act thus, 
15 wholly out of the question. Having therefore shewn that he 
has ignobly charged both the CatholicChurch, and her prelate with 
_adoctrine which he knew that neither had ever taught, 1. shall 


_ proceed briefly to vindicate what every Catholic really does hold 


_ on the subject of Satisfaction. 
_ There is a wide difference, of which Mr. Faber was not igno- 
_ rant, between a belief that our Satisfactions are in themselves 


meritorious, which we reject with horror,—and a belief that our 


* Diff. of Rom. first Ed. p. 167. + Answer, p. 375. 
5.2 
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Satisfactions, dead in themselves, acquire life, and value, and 
merit through the all-atoning Satisfaction of Christ. In this sense 
alone, do we hold our Satisfactions to be meritorious. But it is 


not in this sense that Mr. Faber combats them : he, like the rest 


of our accusers, walks in the same inglorious circle, trampling us — 
down with charges of foul and wilful calumny. What we call — 


our Satisfaction, is indeed rather an application of the merits and — 
Satisfaction of Christ to our souls. For as in the Protestant — 
system the merits of our Redeemer are applied to us by faith, so — 
we believe that they are also applied to us by works done in 4 


God, and in his Christ. The Apostle says: 1 live, now not I; 


but Christ liveth in me. And .... I live in the faith of the Son 
of God:* and we may say in similar language: “1 work, Ε΄ 


“ merit, 1 satisfy, now not I; but Christ works, merits and 


“ satisfies nme. And I eaiaty in and by the satisfaction of the — 


“ Son of God.” 


Mr. Faber pursues his own phantasy, by noticing in a few i 
words of sarcasm the Bishop’s alleged instances and authorities — 
for penitential Satisfaction in the Scriptures: and in his favourite — 
style he concocts a syllogism for the Bishop, thus. “ When — 
“ thrown into the useful form of a syllogism, which will distinctly _ 
“ exhibit the real amount of Dr. Trevern’s prodigal verbosity, his — 
“whole argument runs in manner following. Job mourned © 
‘among the ashes on account of his trials: David and Ahab and : 


“ the King of Niniveh repented in sackcloth: and the afflictions 
“of Christ the head are still harmoniously prolonged in the — 
“afflictions of his suffering body the Church. ‘Therefore, — 
“temporal punishments endured, and good deeds performed, Hy 


rye 


“are able, by their expiatory meritoriousness, to satisfy the strict ne 


“justice of our Heavenly Father.” The reader will not fail to 
notice in the last lines how unblushingly this brazen slanderer has _ 
again embodied his vile and atrociously false charge of expiatory — 
meritoriousness, believed to be inherent in our penitential works. — 


“ T have rarely fortuned,’ says Mr. Faber, “ to light upon ἃ 


“9 more perfect specimen of logical inconclusiveness.” Nor have I ; 


* Galatians ii. 20. 
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but the specimen is all his own, and it bears not only the 
flaw of false logic, but the guilt of wilful misrepresentation. 

᾿ς ©Job mourned among the ashes on account of his trials :” 
says Mr. Faber. But what the Bishop said, was, that Job for 
- having sinned in words reproached himself continually, and did 
penance in ashes. What says the sacred text? J have spoken 
unwisely, .... therefore I reprehend myself, and do penance m 
dust and ashes** Job therefore mourned, and did penance for 
his rash words, and not for his trials, as Mr. Faber grossly mis- 
represents the case and the text. Who obliged him to repent in 
dust and ashes? Surely this is a most apposite example of 
_ penitential works voluntarily undertaken in self-punishment for 

sin. 

“ David and Ahab and the king of Niniveh repented in sack- 
cloth” continues our acute logician. When the Bishop quoted 
these examples, it was in illustration of voluntary chastisements 
undertaken in penance for sin; but Mr. Faber does not venture 
even to enter upon an examination of the nature of their repent- 
ance. Of the penance of the Ninivites I have already spoken, 
and have proved that it was nota mere mental repentance, but 
that the Ninivites added penitential works, fasting, sackcloth and 
_ ashes, and earnest prayer; and that the sacred text.expressly 
states that it was because God saw their works, that he was 
moved to mercy. But in the case of David, who compelled him 
to do so much more than is understood by a mere moral change 
of mind? Why did he fast, and lie upon the ground though his 
child was doomed to die, as the prophet denounced to him? 
_ Unfortunately for Mr. Faber’s sophistry, David himself has told 
us the very reason: While the child was yet alive, I fasted and 
wept for him: for I said: who knoweth whether the Lord may 
not give him to me, and the child may live ? . But now that he is 
dead, why should I fast ? Shall I be able to bring him back any 
more ?+ Is not this plain proof that David did penitential works 
in hopes of moving God to mercy? Why again did the same 
holy penitent eat ashes like bread; and mingle his drink with 
weeping ? Evidently, as he himself assures us, to appease the 

* Job. xiii, 3.6. + 2 Kings xii.—22—23. 
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divine indignation: because of thy anger and indignation* 
Finally with respect to Achab. When he had heard the terrible 
denunciation of the divine vengeance against him, conveyed by 
the prophet Elias, he rent his garments, and put haircloth upon 
his flesh, and fasted and slept in sackcloth, and walked with his 
head cast down. Why did he undertake all these painful works 
of self-castigation? Evidently in the hope of pacifying the — 
divine justice, and procuring some mitigation of his sentence. — 
And in this hope he was not mistaken: for the prophet — 
was sent to announce a remission of his punishment, — 
expressly because of his penance: therefore because he hath — 
humbled himself for my sake, I will not bring the evil in his days.t ὁ 
If Mr. Faber should be contentious as to the efficacy of Achab’s _ 
penance, let him bow to the authority of that great biblical scholar — 
St. Jerom, who thus speaks of the penance of Achab: “ O happy % 
“ penance; which attracted to itself the eyes of God: which ~ 
“ changed the furious sentence of God, by confessing its fault.”{ 
But if an earlier Father would be more satisfactory, let him 
mark what Tertullian says on the same subject: “I see also — 
“ that King Achab, the husband of Jezabel, guilty of idolatry i 
“ and of the blood of Naboth, merited pardon, by the title of — 
“© nenance.’|| Here Mr. Faber has a comment, and an authority i 
from the second century, for the efficacy and even merit of 
penance voluntarily inflicted It is lamentable to see him 
huddling up these three striking scriptural proofs, without 
examination or argument, in one sorry member of his sophism, ~ d 
saying that these “ repented in sackcloth.” 4 
But his last effort to misrepresent the Bishop, and pervert the _ 
sense of Scripture, is the most extraordinary: “ And the afflic- ἢ 
“ tions of Christ the head are still harmoniously prolonged in i 
“ the afflictions of his suffering body the Church.” The Bishop — 
of Strasbourg had said, that St. Paul ceased not to bring his — 


yi 
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* Ps. ci.—10, 11. + 3 Kings xxi.—27—29. y 
+ O felix peenitentia; que ad se Dei traxit oculos: que furentem senten- Ὁ 
tiam Dei, confesso errore, mutavit—S. Himron. LEpist.vxxv ad Oceanum. 
\| Video.... proinde et Achab regem, maritum Jezabel, reum idololatrie — 
et sanguinis Na uthe, veniam meruisse, poenitentie nomine.—TgeRTpLL. 
Adv. Marcion. Lib. iv. Cap. Φ. 
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body into subjection and to afflict it, in order to fill up what 
was wanting of the sufferings of Christ. He alluded of course to 
that passage of the Apostle: I now rejoice in my sufferings for 
you, and fill up those things that are wanting of the sufferings of 
Christ, in my flesh for his body, which is the Church* Mr. 
Faber’s gloss would confine the Apostle’s meaning to his patient 
endurance of those afflictions, which the members of Christ’s 
mystical body, the Church, must endure to the end; but the 
Apostle speaks of filling up what is wanting of the sufferings of 
Christ, continuing them in his own flesh. The sufferings of 


‘Christ were satisfactory sufferings: and thus the Meritorious 


Satisfaction of Christ is harmoniously prolonged in his members, 


his merits giving value to their sufferings. Nothing indeed is 


really wanting in Christ’s Satisfaction ; nothing that we could do 
of ourselves could supply for him: the very idea of the contrary 
would be blasphemous. But Christ’s sufferings are wanting in 
us ; that is, we are required to fill up and prolong his passion by 
our own sufferings, to which he will give merit, and which he 
will then accept as satisfactory. 

And now observe Mr. Faber’s sophistical conclusion. ‘ There- 
*¢ fore, temporal punishments endured, and good deeds performed, 


_ “are able, by their expiatory meritoriousness, to satisfy the strict 


“ justice of our heavenly Father.’ From premises of his own 
‘construction, Mr. Faber can of course regularly fabricate a con- 
clusion. But it has been already shewn that the Bishop of 


Strasbourg not only never taught the expiatory meritoriousness 


of any sufferings or works of ours in themselves, but strongly 
‘protested against such misrepresentation of his words. It has 


_ also been copiously proved that the Catholic Church abhors any 


such idea, as blasphemously injurious to the infinite merits of 
Christ her head. I need thenonly return Mr. Faber’s last sen- 
tence upon his own head as a deliberate bearer of false witness 
against his neighbour. “I have rarely fortuned to light upon 


fe @ Nop χαίρω εν τοῖς παϑήμασί [as ὑσὸρ ὑμῶν, καὶ ὀν]αναπληρῶ 
Ta aéenina τῶν ϑλίψέων τὸ Χριςᾷ ἐν τὴ σαρκί με; ὑπὲρ τὸ σώματος 
dure, ὅ ésuy ἡ ¢xxAnoia.—Coloss, i. 24. 
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“a more perfect specimen of controversial sophistry and dis- 
“ς honesty.” 

Coming now to establish the evidence from the early Fathers, 
in favour of the true Catholic doctrine of Satisfaction, it is 
important to observe how craftily Mr. Faber manceuvres to 
escape, if possible, from evidence which he foresees will be 
troublesome. He knows in what strong language the very early 
Fathers ‘have testified to the Catholic doctrine of Satisfaction. 
He has’all along professed to receive evidence from at least the 
first three centuries. But now that it is likely to charge him in 
front with force irresistible, he prepares to fall back upon Scrip- 
ture. So the Fathers are very good witnesses, when Mr. Faber 
flatters himself that they can be fashioned to his own purpose ; 
but when they stubbornly attest in opposition to his system, then 
he hopes to come off, as here, by this sorry evasion: “ If the 
“ proof from Scripture be thus palpably and even ludicrously 
“ defective, the testimony. of the early Fathers to a doctrine’ 
“ altogether unscriptural could only benefit.the Church of Rome 
‘‘ so far as establishing the deplorable fact of a very rapid and 
“* baneful corruption.” I know not if any one of the numerous 
instances afforded by our author, will so perfectly shew up the 
real system of Mr. Faber, as the present. Often has he pro- 
fessed the utmost veneration for these primitive witnesses ; often 
has he admitted that their testimony might well assure us of the 
real teaching of the Apostles. But now that they are likely to. 
give an explanation of Scripture at variance with his own. 
cherished system, their evidence only proves how soon the 
Church became banefully corrupted! Why not honestly say like 
the sturdy prince of the reformers: “The oldest is Tertullian, 
“ then Gregory Nazianzen, afterwards Jerom, Augustin, Ambrose. 
“ The Church at that time had degenerated and fallen away, κ᾿ 
“ even during the lifetime of the Apostles.’’* 

Mr. Faber just mentions that Dr. Trevern had quoted evi- 
dence for Satisfaction from Tertullian, St. Cyprian, St. Ambrose, 
and St. Augustin; but he studiously abstains from placing the’ 
evidence upon his pages. He seeks shelter under a doubt as to. 

* Martin LutHer—Table-talk, p. 526. 
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the real meaning of these Fathers; taking care however to 
admonish us by his own grave and paramount infallible authority, 
that if they spoke in our sense, they spoke without a shadow of 
authority from Scripture. This decision amounts to the plain 
impudence of erecting himself, to wit, the Rev. George Stanley 
Faber of the nineteenth century, a more competent expositor of 
the sense of Scripture, and of the doctrine of the Apostles, than 
the venerable Fathers of the second and third ages of Chris- 
tianity! We have heard of the pride of Moab, he is exceeding 
proud: his pride and his arrogancy, and his indignation is more 
than his strength.* Here however, if Mr. Faber sweeps away 
the venerable Fathers with so little ceremony, he devoutly 
adheres to his better beloved father Reformer, John Calvin, who 
found the early writers so decidedly Catholic, that as he could 
entertain no doubt of their meaning, he bravely pronounced them 
to have erred altogether. “ They appear to me certainly to insist 
“more than they ought on these: (fruits of penance) and 
“ whoever prudently examines, will, I hope, agree with me that 
“‘ they have been guilty of excess in two ways.” And again: 
“Tam little moved by what occurs in various places of the 
“‘ writings of the ancients on Satisfaction. Indeed I see that 


“some, or I may plainly say almost all, whose books are extant, 


“ have either erred in this matter, or spoken too severely and 
“harshly.| The Bishop of Strasbourg had quoted part of the 
above from Calvin, and his merited rebuke of Mr. Faber’s want 


of candour, and surpassing arrogance, deserves to be here 
Tepeated: “ The Reformer candidly allows that almost all the 
ancient Fathers taught the necessity of Satisfaction. Our 
“reformed author does not dare to make the like avowal; he 


“ still doubts: but in his hypothetic conclusions, he agrees with 


“his honourable patron; .... both are decisive against the 


ἫΝ * Isaias xvi. 6. 
+ Plus zquo certé insistere in his mihi videntur: ac si quis prudenter 
endat, mihi (ut spero) assentietur dupliciter cos modum excessisse.— 


Canvin. Lib. 3, Instit. Cap. 3, § 16. 


-{ Parum me movent, que in veterum scriptis de Satisfactione passim 
occurrunt. Video quidem eorum nonnullos, dicam simpliciter omnes feré, 
quorum libri exstant, aut in hac parte lapsos esse, aut nimis asperé, et duré 
loquutos.—Ibid. Cap. 4, ὃ 38. 
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“ς Fathers, and have no hesitation in arraigning of ignorance and 
“ error the most enlightened geniuses of Christianity..... Who 
“can refrain from indignation, or at least pity, to see both 
“ coming forward to dictate, on an article of revelation, to 
“illustrious doctors, who received it from the disciples of the 
“ Apostles, and taught it with so much glory in times when it is 
“ acknowledged that faith shone in all its primitive splendour ?’* 

It is certainly commodious, if it be neither just nor honourable, 
to extinguish all the light of primitive evidence on a given point, 
with the anathema of early corruption and heresy, pronounced 
ex cathedra, not Petri but Fabri. Mr. Faber half suspects that 
such poor policy will not pass; and therefore he provides some 
chance of escape by informing us that he greatly doubts whether 
these early Fathers meant to convey our precise idea of Satisfac- 
tion. He apprehends that they only meant to intimate that a 
man made Satisfaction, inasmuch as his sufferings were that 
merited punishment of sin which God has annexed to it in this 
world, even though the offender might ultimately be saved. He 
either forgets, or does not choose to avow, that such a theory, 
even if he could establish it; would not after all account for the 
Satisfaclion offered to God’s justice, by voluntary self-inflicted 
penance. But when we have examined the evidence of the early 
Fathers, it will be clear that even his imperfect theory is not 
supported by those venerable witnesses. 

To begin with Tertullian: “ Thou hast offended, but thou 
“ canst yet be reconciled. ‘Thou hast one to whom thou mayest 
“ satisfy, and indeed who is willing,” (to accept thy Satisfaction.)1 
What can be plainer than that Tertullian exhorts the offender to 
make Satisfaction to God by works of penance for the very 
purpose of averting his just anger and procuring reconciliation, 
while he equally testifies the readiness of the divine mercy to 
accept such Satisfaction? There is at least no room here for 
Mr. Faber’s convenient doubt as to those inevitable afflictions of 
life which are the concomitant punishments of sin. It would be 


* Answer to Diff. of Rom. p. 379. ἢ 
+ Offendisti, sed reconciliari adhuc potes. Habes cui satisfacias, et 
quidem volentem.—TERTULL. De Penitentia. Cap. VII. Z 
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very easy to quote other precise testimonies of Tertullian, which 
abound in his same Book On Penance, but they are here 
unnecessary. 

The Bishop had next cited St. Cyprian. ‘“ They interfere lest 
“ Christ should be entreated by prayers and satisfactions,...... 
_ “ They strive,—by the malice of the devil to consummate their 
“ work,—to prevent the divine clemency from healing the 
“wounded in. the Church. They corrupt the penance of 
“ unhappy sinners by the fraud of their lies, that he who either 
“ was ashamed or. afraid to be a Christian before, may not satisfy 
“an angry God, and may not seek Christ his Lord _after- 
ἐς wards, .... They endeavour to prevent crimes from being 
“redeemed by just satisfactions and lamentations, and wounds 
“ washed away by tears.”* The key which Mr. Faber professes 
to have found to the phraseology of the Fathers, will not open to 
his explanation of the words of δ... Cyprian. He apprehends 
that St. Cyprian meant not to speak of expiating transgressions ; 
but what else could he intimate, when he spoke. of entreating 
Christ. by satisfactions, of satisfying an angry God, of crimes 
being redeemed by just satisfactions? If however these do not 
suffice for proof, let Mr. Faber examine the many other similar 
passages which abound in the writings of this great and holy 
Father. For example: “ Whoever deprives our brethren of 
“ these things deceives the unhappy ; so that those who by doing 
“ true penance. are able to satisfy God the merciful Father by 
“ their prayers and works, are seduced.”+ And the following 
decisive passage: “ The infirmity and imbecility of human frailty 
“would not have been able to do any thing, if the divine mercy 
_“ coming again to our assistance, had not opened a certain way 


_ * Intercedunt. ne exoretur precibus et satisfactionibus Christus,...... 
-Elaborant ut opus. suum diaboli malitia consumment, ne vulneratos divina 
clementia in ecclesia sua curet. Miserorum peenitentiam mendaciorum 
$uorum fraude corrumpunt, ne Deo indignanti satisfaciat, ne Christum 
Dominum suum qui Christianus esse vel erubuit ante vel timuit, postmodum 
en: -.-. Datur opera ne satisfactionibus et lamentationibus justis 
licta redimantur, ne vulnera lacrymis abluantur.—S. Cyprian. Epist. lv. 
ad Cornelium, No. 13. 
+ Hee qui subtrahit fratribus nostris, decipit miseros: ut qui possunt, 
agentes poeenitentiam veram, Deo patri misericordi precibus et operibus suis 
satisfacere, seducantur.—S. Cypr. Ep. x. ad Clerum. 
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“‘ of securing our salvation, by exhibiting works of justice and 
“mercy, so that we may wash away by alms-deeds whatever 
“9 defilements we afterwards contract. The Holy Ghost speaks 
“in the divine Scriptures and says: by alms and faith sins are 
“purged away.* Certainly not those sins which had been 
“contracted before. For they are purged away by the blood 
“and sanctification of Christ. Again also it says: As water 
“ extinguishes fire, so alms extinguish sin.t} Here also it is shewn 
“ and proved that as by the laver of saving water the fire of hell 
‘is extinguished, so by alms and just works the flame of sms is 
** quenched.”t{ Here Mr. Faber’s key is manifestly useless. 
For St. Cyprian expressly makes a distinction,—which Protes- 
tants seem determined never to understand,—between the effect 
of the Sacrament of Baptism, which leaves no penance to be 
performed by the Christian, and the Sacrament of. Penance, by 
which the divine mercy comes again to our assistance, and teaches 
us how to escape final destruction by alms and penitential works. 
The Holy Father distinctly states that the blood of Christ had 
totally removed sins before Baptism, but left us to co-operate by 
satisfactory works for sins contracted afterwards. I will only 
add another quotation: “ He who shall have thus made satis- 
“ faction to God, .... being heard and helped by the Lord, 
“whom he had lately offended, shall give joy to the Church ; 
“nor shall he merit pardon only of God, but also a crown.” || 
Will Mr. Faber now apprehend that St. Cyprian meant not that 


* Tobias iv. 11.—Proverb. xv. 27. 

+ Ecclus iii. 33. [Note this early authority for the Books of Tobias and 
Ecclesiasticus.] 

+ Nec haberet quid fragilitatis humane infirmitas atque imbecilitas faceret, 
nisi iterum pietas divina subveniens, justitie et misericordie operibus 
ostensis, viam quamdam tuende salutis aperiret, ut sordes postmodum 
Yemen Ὁ -contrahimus eleemosynis abluamus. Loquitur in scripturis 

ivinis Spiritus Sanctus et dicit: Eleemosynis et fide delicta purgantur. 
Non utique illa delicta que fuerant ante contracta. Nam illa Christi sanguine 
et sanctificatione purgantur. Item denuo dicit: Sicut aqua extinguit ignem, 
sic eleemosyna extinquit peccatum. Hic quoque ostenditur et probatur quia 
sicut lavacro aque salutaris pebenyye ignis extinguitur, ita et eleemosynis 
atque operationibus justis delictorum flamma sopitur.—S. Cypr. Lib. 
De opere et Eleemosynis. ) 4 

|| Qui sic Deo satisfecerit,.... exauditus et adjutus a Domino, quam 
contristaverat nuper, letam faciet Ecclesiam; nec jam solam Dei veniam 
merebitur, sed et coronam.—S. Cypr. Lib. De Lapsis, in fine. ᾿ 
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our temporal penances were capable of making Satisfaction to 
God, and meriting pardon and a crown of glory, through the 
infinite merits of Christ ? 

The Bishop of Strasbourg had cited as follows from St. Am- 
brose. ‘“ Fora great wound there is need of deep and prolonged 
“ὁ medicine: a great crime requires of necessity a great Satisfac- 
“ tion.”* But this Mr. Faber hopes to parry by a citation from 
the same Father, which he represents as confirmatory of his own 
theory, and “ of no very easy reconciliation with the theory 
* advocated by Dr. Trevern.” It is this: “ Would that the 
“ Lord would not reject, but collect, this my mere stubble in the 
“ harvest, these empty wild oats of my fructification ! It 
_ is fitting, therefore, to believe, both that penance is performed, 
“ and that pardon is to be granted: nevertheless in such manner, 
“that we shall hope for pardon, as from faith, not as from 
“ debt.’’+ 

This passage of St. Ambrose is perfectly in accordance with 
our doctrine. For certainly the Catholic is never taught to 
believe, that the pardon which our satisfactory works procure, is 
as from debt in the first instance, as if we could claim any pardon 
or reward independent of Christ’s free promise ; but we hope for 
_ pardon, exactly as St. Ambrose teaches, as from faith in Him 

who has promised that our good works shall not lose their 
reward, and who after all, rewards in us only his own gifts. 
_ Mr. Faber will find to his confusion, that the real doctrine of 
_ $t. Ambrose, as shewn in many other passages of his works, is 
absolutely irreconcilable with his theory. Take for instance the 
following, which at once shews what the Holy Father believed 
of the efficacy of our Satisfaction. “ For as those who pay 
“ money, render a debt, so by the compensation of charity and 
“other acts, or by whatever Satisfaction, the penalty of sin 
“is paid.’{ I may mention some farther instances: “ What 


_ * Grandi plage, alta et prolixa opus est medicina: grande scelus, grandem 
necessariam habet satisfactionem.—S. AMBros. Ad Virg.lapsam. Cap. viii. 
vil + S. AmBros. De Penit. Lib. ii. C. 8. Oper. col. 191. 

1 Nam sicut qui pecunias solvunt, debitum reddunt,...... sic compen- 
Satione caritatis actuumque reliquorum, vel satisfactione quacumque, peccati 
pena dissolvitur.—S, AmBros, Lid. vit. Cap. wii. in Lue. De Liberat. ab 
adversario in via. 
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* safety can we have, unless by fasting we shall have washed 
‘* away our sins ?”*—“‘ We have many resources, by which we 
“ may redeem our sins. Hast thou money? Redeem thy sin. 
“The Lord is not venal, but thou art venal, thou art sold to 
“ thy sins: redeem thyself by thy works, redeem thyself with 
“thy money.” After these plain evidences, it would be super- — 
fluous to say another word on the-real doctrine of St. Ambrose. — 
Nor do I deem it necessary to report the evidence of St. Αὰ- 
gustin, especially as Mr. Faber professes not to take evidence — 
posterior to the third century. I proceed therefore to Mr. 
Faber’s objected evidence from St. Clement of Rome, which he — 
prefaces by observing, that it is incomparably more valuable 
than the evidence of the much later Fathers. He quotes thus — 
from St. Clement. “ All therefore, have been glorified and mag- — 
“nified, not through themselves or through their own works of — 
“ righteousness which they have done, but through the will of — 
“ God. Wherefore, being called through his. will in Christ 
“ Jesus, we are justified, not through ourselves, or through our 
“ own wisdom, or intellect, or piety, or through the works which ἢ 
“ we have wrought in holiness of heart; but through faith, by — 
“ which the Almighty God has justified all from, everlasting. — 
“To him be glory and -honour through all ages! - What then 
“ shall we do brethren? Shall we be slothful from the perform-— 
“ance of good deeds, and shall we forsake charity?) The Lord 
“ forbid that such should be our case! Rather let us hasten, — 
“ with all vehemence and alacrity, to accomplish every good — 
“ work.” ae 
How this passage is to support the theory of Mr. Faber, is — 
indeed no easy matter to conceive. St. Clement teaches therein — 
that good works themselves, and destitute of faith, cannot effect 
our justification; and that faith animating these works can — 
alone produce this effect. What Catholic has ever denied this ' 


ae 


* Que nobis salus esse potest, nisi jejunio eluerimus peccata nostra?— 
S. AmBros. Epist. 82, ad Eccl. Vercell. i 

+ Habemus plura subsidia, quibus peccata nostra redimamus. Pecuniam 

habes? Redime peccatum tuum. Non venalis est Dominus, sed tu ipse — 

venalis es, peccatis tuis venumdatus es: redime te operibus tuis, redime te — 
pecunia tua.—S. Amsros. Lid. de Helia et Jejunio, Cap. 20. ᾿ 
t S. Cuement. Rome. LEpist. ad Cor. t. § 32, 33, Ἢ 


ἥν. 
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excellence and efficacy of Christian faith? But as it usually 
happens that Mr. Faber’s weapons turn against him, we have 
only to examine St. Clement’s words a little further, and it will 
be manifest how much he extols the merit and-necessity of our 
good works: “ Let us diligently comply with his will; with all 
“ our strength let us work the work of justice. A good workman 
«ὁ receives with confidence the bread of his work..... It behoves 
* us therefore to be ready. to do good: for on this all depends. 
* For he foretels to us: Behold the Lord, and his reward is 
“before him ; that he may render to every one according to his 


ppnerhs. sss Let us fight therefore, men brethren, with all our 


“ strength in his irreprehensible precepts. Let us consider 


“those who merit under our generals, how orderly, how stren- 


“ uously, how submissively, they execute their orders.”* Here 
then St. Clement urges the necessity of good works, assuring us 
that every thing depends upon their ready performance; and at 
the same time illustrates the merit of such works, by the familiar 
example of the recompense of a faithful soldier. 

Having thus vindicated the several quotations of the Bishop 
out of the primitive Fathers, and proved the fallacy of Mr. Faber’s 
theory respecting works of Satisfaction, it remains to confute 


his observations on: Penance and Good Works, which are of 


course intimately interwoven with the subject of Satisfaction. 
Mr. Faber allows that: Penance is not blame-worthy, but may be 
even beneficial to the soul, if simply viewed as an outward 
expression of Repentance, and a means of “ putting our souls in 
“a proper posture to meet their God.” Thus much indeed, as a 
— of the Established Church, he could not decently refuse 


Ἢ * ᾿Αύκνως προσέλθωμεν TO Seanad]: ἀυτῇ, εξ ὅλης ἰσχύος ἡμων ἐργα- 
σώμεθα ἔργον δικαιοσύνης. O ἀγαθος & ἐργώτης μετὰ παῤῥησίας λαμξά yee 


: τὸν ἃ ἄρτον τὰ epye GUTS* econ Δέον ἂν Esty προθύμες ἡ ἡμῶς εἶναί εἰς ὠγα- 


οἵαν" ἐξ αὐτὸ yep esl τὲ πάντα. Προλέγει γείρ ἡμῖν, Τδὰ ὃ Κύριορ» 
καὶ ὃ μισθὸς αὐτῷ πρὸ purrs αὐτῇ, amod svar ἑκάςῳ κατὰ τὸ ἔργον 
ὠυτῶ. ones Στρατευσώμεθα & ὅν ἄνδρες ἀδέλφοι; μετὰ πάσης ἐκτενξιας 
ἐν τοὶς ὠμώμοις προς εἰγ μασιν huts. κατγοήσωμεν τὲς ᾿Ξρατευομένας τοὶς 
ἡγεμενοις nee, πῶς εὐτάκτως, TOS ξυεκτικως, πῶς ὑποτεταγμένως 
ἐπιτελῦσι Te διωτασσύμενωα.--- ὃ. CLEMENT. Epist. i, ad Corinth. Cap, 
LURU-LAwiV-LULVIi. 
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to acknowledge. His Church still nominally keeps up Lent, 
retains some vestige of fasting in her rubrics and calendars, and 
now and then enacts a General Fast, which some few of her 
hyperorthodox children distinguish by beginning their dinners 
with salt-fish. Moreover there are some who go so far as to 
think sacred concerts a becoming means of putting their souls in 
@ proper posture during what their Church calls Passion Week. 
These things being notorious, Mr. Faber could not but admit 
that Penance of some kind might be a very good thing for those 
who might choose it. But he adheres to his false imputation 
that Penance is considered by Catholics as expiatory of itself, 
and as advancing ἃ claim of merit on our part independent of the 
only sure foundation of the merit of Christ. This, as copiously 
shewn already, is a phantom of his own wilful and malicious 
creation. He may well pronounce Penance, under such an 
aspect, positively mischievous, and every Catholic will readily 
respond: “ Amen.” But once more, this is not our doctrine, 
and Mr. Faber ought to know that it is not: the preceding pages 
have stated our real belief, and proved its truth triumphantly. 

It is equally imposing upon his readers, for Mr. Faber to set 
up his boasted distinction between appeasing the anger of God, 
and making satisfaction to his justice. He insists that we cannot 
satisfy, because we are sinners. Which of us Catholics has ever 
questioned it? But also which of us ever believed that our 
Satisfaction could be expiatory or meritorious, except through 
Christ? Mr. Faber is familiar with the Council of Trent. How 
often has he read there the distinct, careful explanation that our 
works, of themselves, are dead and unprofitable; but that Christ 
admits us and requires us to co-operate with him, and by his 
infinite merits stamps value, efficacy and merit upon our otherwise 
worthless performances? It is in the highest degree opprobrious 
ina 5 cholar and a divine, such as Mr. Faber would be considered, 
thus perpetually to charge us with a doctrine which from our 
souls we abhor. ’ 

The same necessity was incumbent on Mr. Faber to allow 
that good works in themselves deserve our approbation. He 
quotes Hooker for the dutiful necessity of doing well, but with 
him utterly renounces the meritorious dignity of good works. 
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This only evinces the same obstinate determination to keep out 
of sight the simple but essential distinction, that our works are 
meritorious through Christ’s infinite merits alone. Mr. Faber 
professes his belief that the dutiful necessity of good works is the 
doctrine of all the reformed Churches, as well as of the Church 
of England. But he ought to know the doctrine of John Huss, 
that we need take no care at all to do good works, inasmuch as our 
salvation depends solely upon our predestination ;—that Luther 
took away all the necessity as well as merit of good works ;—that 
the Anabaptists and others asserted that so far from being in 
any way necessary, or “ deserving of approbation,” good works 
were even pernicious. And he does know what the Bishop 
quoted to his face,'that the Confession of Augsbourg came pretty 
near to the meritoriousness of good works: “ We admit that 
“alms merit many graces, that they procure a relaxation of 
“ punishment, that they merit for us the favour of being pro- 
“ tected in the peril of sin and death.”* The Bishop moreover 
reminded him of the language of the Commination in the Book 
of Common Prayer: “ In the primitive Church there was a godly 
“ discipline, that at the beginning of Lent, such persons as were 
“‘ notorious sinners, were put to open penance, and. punished 
“in this world, that their souls might be saved .... Inthe 
stead whereof, until the said discipline may be restored again, 
“which thing is much to be wished, &c.” In the present 
edition, Mr. Faber takes no notice of this language of his own 
Church, but he had observed in his first edition that it merely 
Bpported that “ penitence and fasting are a useful mean of 

“ putting our souls in a proper posture to meet their God.” If 
he had honestly abjured all paltry quibbling, he would have 
owned at once with the Homily of his own Church, “ how 
“ available fasting is, how much it weigheth with God, and what 
“it is able to obtain at his hand .... Fasting was one of the 
“means, whereby Almighty God was occasioned to alter the 
“ thing which he had purposed concerning Ahab .... Here we 
“ ΨΥ see of what force our outward fast is, when it is accom- 


-* Apology of the Confession of Augsbourg, p. 117, cited in Amicable Dis- 
cussion, Letter xii. 
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“panied with the inward fast of the mind.”* Mr. Faber then 
must admit with his own Church, that Fasting and other 
austerities occasion the Lord to repent of his anger, and be 
merciful; that consequently they appease him ; and therefore that 
they satisfy him, and are truly satisfactory works, rendered 
meritorious by the infinite merits of our Saviour Christ. In this” 
sense we believe these works to be expiatory and satisfactory, 
but in no other: and this Mr. Faber well knows, since he is 
acquainted with the doctrine thus clearly laid down by the 
General Council of Trent : “ If any one shall say, that the good : 
“ works of a justified man are in such manner the gifts of God, 
“as not to be also good merits of the justified man himself, or 
“that the justified man himself does not truly merit increase 
“grace, eternal life and the possession of eternal life itself, 
** provided that he departs in grace, as also increase of glory, by 
“ good works, which are done by him through the grace of God 
“ and the merit of Jesus Christ, whose living member he is,—let 
“him be anathema.”+ f 


Section III.—INDULGENCES. 


As Mr. Faber had grossly misrepresented the Catholic doctrine 
of Satisfaction, by attributing to us the blasphemous belief that 
our divine Redeemer did not satisfy for the temporal punish 
due to our sins, but that man was capable of making meritorio 
Satisfaction for it himself, independently of the infinitely merito- 
rious Satisfaction of Christ; it was to be expected that he 
would proportionably misrepresent and deride the Catholic 
doctrine of Indulgences. Accordingly he opens his attack upon ; 
Indulgences, by the old falsity eternally repeated,—but which he 
ought to be ashamed to repeat,—that the Indulgences of the 
primitive Church were nothing more than a relaxation of the 
canonical course of penance which the Church had imposed, as 


» 


a mere matter of ecclesiastical discipline. It has been prow in 


* Book of Homilies—Sermon on Fasting, Part 2. 
+ Concil Trident. Sess, vi. Canon 32. Ἢ 
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the preceding Section, that penance, whether voluntarily under- 
taken, or canonically imposed, was not, as Mr. Faber pretends, a 
mere outward testimony of interior repentance ; but that it. was 
capable when properly performed, or appeasing ro satisfying the 
divine justice, through the meritorious Satisfaction of Christ, 
which was thus applied to the soul of the penitent. It follows 
therefore, that when the Church granted an Indulgence, she 
intended not merely to relax the severity of her own appointed 
course of penitential exercises, but to remit by the power vested 
in her by her divine Founder, all or part of the temporal punish- 


ment still impending over the sinner. Not that the Church 
‘intended to exempt the penitent from all works of Satisfaction, 


but to mitigate its rigour and duration, in consideration of his 
complying with some stated conditions, such as Confession, 
Communion, prayers, alms, and charitable works. If such had 
not been the design of the Church, her Indulgences would have 
been injurious, instead of beneficial to the sinner. She believed 
that ‘penance was incumbent upon him to appease the divine 
justice. If then she had relaxed his course of penance, without 
possessing the power of remitting his temporal punishment, she 


_would have fatally deluded the sinner, and left him still a debtor 
_ to the divine justice. A recent Pope, the venerable Pius VI, 


in a Constitution received by the whole Church, solemnly con- 
demned this notion of Indulgences, as false, rash, and injurious 
to the merits of Christ.* 

But it is well to lay down, as I have uniformly done, in the 


outset, the real Catholic doctrine. What the Church proposes 


as necessary to be believed on the subject of Indulgences, is 


‘simply this: that the power of granting Indulgences was left by 


Christ in his Church, and that the use of them is highly beneficial 


to all Christians.t 'This directly condemns Mr. Faber’s account 


ΟΠ αὶ Propositio asserens, ‘‘ Indulgentiam secundum suam precisam notionem 


δ aliud non esse quam remissionem partis ejus pcenitentiz, que per canones 


-“statuta erat peccanti.” Quasi Indulgentia preter nudam remissionem 


‘peenze canonice non etiam valeat ad remissionam pcenze temporalis pro 
apgcatis actualibus debite apud divinam justitiam, Falsa, temeraria. Christi 
meritis injuriosa, dudum in Art.19. Luthert damnata.—Bulla Pii VI. Auctorem 
Fidei. Contra Synod. Pistoje. 
t Concil. Trid. Sess. xxv. Decretum de Indulgentiis. Item Profess. Fid. 
i iv. 
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of Indulgences. Forwithout any special authority left by her divine 
Founder, the Church “like every other well-organised society,” 
as Mr. Faber expresses it, could surely have possessed and 
exercised the power of relaxing the severity of her own appointed 
penances. And if she intended nothing more by her Indulgences, 
they would as St. Thomas solidly teaches, “ rather injure than 
“ benefit the faithful; since by absolving them from the penances 
“ enjoined by her ministers, she would thereby deliver them to 
“the much more severe punishments of purgatory.’’* ἢ 
Nor was the exercise of this her power by the Church, 
equivalent, as Mr. Faber decides, to declaring that God ought 
to be satisfied with less expiation than his own justice exacted. 
For the Church here only acted in the name of God, and by his 
authority committed to her, just as in the matter of sacramental 
absolution. In the one case she forgave sinners the eternal 
punishment in the name of Christ, and in the other she relaxed 
the temporal by the same authority. When she remitted 
penance, it was in reality Christ Jesus who himself remitted 
through her ministry. Neither are we to imagine, as Mr. Faber 
maliciously represents, that “ each priest enjoyed the singular 
“ privilege of adjusting the terms of this bargain between God 
“and his creature ;” for as no Indulgence remits sin, but only 
relaxes some temporal punishment, the power of granting Indul- 
gences depends not on Order, but on competent Jurisdiction, 
This power does not belong to a simple priest, nor even to an 
Abbot or a Rector of a parish, unless they have received com- 
petent Jurisdiction for this express purpose. This Dr. Trevern 
had already pointed out in his Answer, p. 382, but Mr. Faber as 
usual repeats his false notion as if never contradicted. Returning 
therefore upon Mr. Faber’s own perverse mind his disgraceful 
imputations upon our real doctrine, of its being a strange and 
revolting arrogant phantasy, calculated to drive every thinki 
mind into infidelity, I proceed to defend the proofs alleged by 
the Bishop of Strasbourg, in common with all our divines. 


ΕΑ 


The Bishop maintained on St. Paul’s authority, that to γε 


* S. Thom. Aquin. Supplem. Quest. 25. Art. 1. 
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Church belongs the double right of prescribing and mitigating 
satisfactory punishments; and that in the name, and by the 
power of Jesus Christ, he imposed a severe penance on a certain 
man at Corinth, and by the same power abridged his penance 
the year following: “ To whom you have forgiven any thing, 1 
“also. For, what I forgave, if I have forgiven any thing, for 
“ your sakes have I done it in the person of Christ.” Τὸ evade 
this clear scriptural authority for Indulgences, Mr. Faber has 
- recourse to the most shameful misrepresentation of the text of 
the Apostle, and of course does not venture to quote it. Little 
more need be done than to give the exact passages to which the 
Bishop referred. We gather then from the Fifth Chapter of the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians, that the Apostle reproved them 
for not having publicly excluded from the Church a certain man 
who had been guilty of a scandalous crime: “ You are puffed 
“up; and have not rather mourned that he might be taken 
“away from among you, that hath done this deed.” The 
Apostle proceeds to sentence the notorious sinner to a course of 
salutary penance: “1 indeed, absent in body but present in 
“ spirit, have already judged,-as though I were present, him that 


“ hath so done, 
“ In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, you being gathered 


“ together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus, 

“ ΤῸ deliver sucha one to Satan for the destruction of the 
“flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of our Lord 
© Jesus Christ.” 

_ Mr. Faber with these plain words before him, falsely states 
that the Corinthians themselves had excommunicated the 
offender. But does not the Apostle expressly censure them, 
because the man was permitted to remain in full communion, 
while they were puffed up, and unconcerned for his grievous 
‘scandal? Is it not plain that St. Paul himself pronounced 
judgment and penance upon the sinner: J have already judged ? 
As it not clear that he imposed. this penance by divine authority : 

in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, .... with the power of 


~* 1Cor.v.4, 2 Cor, ii. 10, cited in Amicable Discussion, Letter wiit. 
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our Lord Jesus? Is it not manifest that he commanded the 
Corinthians to assemble, and by his authority to place the delin- 
quent under suitable penance: you being gathered together, and 
my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus, to deliver such a 
one to Satan for the destruction of the flesh ? All these expres- 
sions prove that the man was not expelled from the communion 
of the faithful, before St. Paul authoritatively enjoined his expul- 
sion and penance: and I beg Mr. Faber to notice the last words 
of the chapter: Put away the evil one from among yourselves ; 
or as the Protestant version has it: Therefore put away from 
among yourselves that wicked person. 
However, acnording to Mr. Faber, it was a “ very simple 
“ transaction :” the Corinthians excommunicated the man, and 
when they were satisfied as to his contrition they pardoned and 
re-admitted him. The first glaring misrepresentation here, is 
that the man was merely excluded from the church, and after- 
wards re-admitted. But the strong expression, delivered to 
Satan for the destruction of the flesh, implies a painful penance ; 
and the Apostle would not have professed to judge in the name, 
and with the power of our Lord Jesus Christ, if he had merely 
alluded to the power which every human society possesses of 
expelling disorderly members. | 
But let us turn to the subsequent quotation fr om the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians, Chapter Second, and we shall there 
find further proot of Mr. Faber’s total disregard of accuracy and 
truth. He again misrepresents by saying that the Corinthians 
informed St. Paul of their having re-admitted the penite 
offender, and that St. Paul in reply assured them that, as a 
had forgiven the man, so likewise did he for their sakes in the 
person of Christ. This seems to fall in all comfortably with 
Mr. Faber’s “ very simple transaction ;” but if he had quote 
the passage, his very page would have cried out against him. 
If we begin then at verse 6, we shall find the Apostle authori- 
tatively deciding that now it was expedient to relax the offender's 
course of penance, and restore him to communion: “ To him 
“that is such a one, this rebuke is sufficient, that is given by 
ἐς many: so that contrariwise you should rather forgive him, and 
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“ comfort him, lest perhaps such a one be swallowed up with 
“ over much sorrow. 

ἐς Wherefore I beseech you that you would confirm your 
“ charity towards him.” 

By this it appears that the Corinthians had not, as Mr. Faber 
pretends, ventured to afford any relaxation to the sinner, but 
awaited the Apostle’s commands. The next verse proves plainly 
that in putting him under penance, they had only acted by 
obedience to the injunction of St. Paul: “ For to this end also 
( did I write, that 1 might know the experiment of you, whether 
you be obedient in all things.” According to Mr. Faber they 
had nothing wherein to prove their obedience; for he would 
have it that they first delivered the man to Satan, and afterwards 
pardoned him, and that St. Paul when informed of their pro- 
ceedings sanctioned them. The text teaches very differently, 
that St. Paul tried their obedience by commanding them to do, 
what of course they had not done before; and that now being 
informed by the coming of Titus,* of the man’s sincere repentance, 
and of their desire that he should be pardoned, he authorises 
them to grant him an Indulgence. St. Paul thus continues : 
«© And to whom you have forgiven any thing, I also. For, what 
“417 forgave, if I have forgiven any thing, for your sakes have I 
* done it in the person of Christ.” The sense is, that when the 
pastors of the Church of Corinth should forgive in virtue of 
this his authoritative commission, St. Paul would sanction the 
Indulgence which they should grant. The Greek verb is in the 
present tense, χαρίζεσῶε, you forgive. What therefore St. Paul 
thus forgave, he declares that he has forgiven in the person of 
Christ, and therefore it cannot be supposed that he merely 
sanctioned a bare act of Church discipline, the readmission of a 
man excluded from the assemblies of the faithful; but that 
- acting on the part of Christ, and by his authority, the Apostle 
released the offender from any further remaining debt of temporal 
punishment. Observe the peculiar expression, which Mr. Faber 
affects not to notice: If I have Sorgiven any thing. This clause 


* See Chapt. vii. v. 6, 7. 
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is most important for determining the main question. For if | 
St. Paul had considered the man already absolved, he would not [ 
have spoken doubtfully ; if he had intended merely to release 
him from excommunication, surely he must have known his own 
intentions, and could not have said: Ir I have forgiven any thing. 
But when his intention was to grant a relaxation from a remaining - 
debt of temporal punishment, he might well speak doubtfully, — 
because the austerity and sincerity of the man’s penance already 
undergone, gave great reason to hope that there might not 
remain before God any further debt for the penitent to discharge. 
Thus the Apostle expressed himself doubtful if there was need | 
of his favour, while he conditionally granted the Indulgence. 
Therefore this passage of Scripture establishes three im- 
portant points against Mr. Faber: First, that the Apostle 
bound the offender to a course of penance ; Secondly, that at the 
desire, and for the sake of the Corinthians, he afterwards loosed | 
him, not only from the censure of excommunication, but from 
whatever debt might still remain upon him of temporal punish- 
ment: and Thirdly, that St. Paul thus acted by the authority - 
and power of Christ, committed to the pastors of his Church in 
those memorable words: Whatsoever you shall bind upon earth, 
shall be bound also in heaven: and whatsoever you shall loose 
upon earth, shall be loosed also in heaven.* 4 
I now come to a passage, which I own I did not expect from — 
Mr. Faber. I had, even after all that I have witnessed of his 
insincerity and sophistry, a better opinion of his honour than to — 
believe that he would degrade his own character so deeply, as to ἶ 
repeat against our Church the opprobrious charge of the sale οὗ 
Indulgences! By placing this abominable calumny upon the 
pages of his book, in other respects so much above the vulgar — 
abuse of our countless revilers, Mr. Faber has now brought it 
down to a level with the most malignant and disgraceful. ε 
it seems that even this dignified theologian could not withst a ὯΝ 
the temptation to a rhetorical flourish, which has winged a shaft 
for many a callow witling, and supplied many an empty ar 


* St. Matt, xviii. 18. a 
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simpering orator at Bible and Reformation Meetings with virus 
to inoculate a credulous crowd with a due hatred of Anti-bible 
Popery. Such isthe sounding brass of Mr. Faber’s.conclusion : 
“ The Reformation burst forth like a torrent: and Luther, with 
“9 the long-suppressed Bible in his hand, gloriously merited and 
* obtained the eternal hatred of an incorrigible Priesthood.” 
O I can imagine how such eloquence, heightened as it is with the 
brightest varnish of the Father of lies, would draw pious groans 
from the breasts, and heavy sovereigns from the pockets, of 
solemn saints, and duped and despicable fanatics. But let me 
return to a more grave and suitable castigation of my accusing 
antagonist. 

_ Mr. Faber reminds his readers of the “ crying nuisance which 
“ roused the honest indignation of the great and much calum- 
“niated Luther. The Pope, commencing business as a 
“ wholesale dealer, actually drove a gainful pecuniary traffic in 
“ ecclesiastical indulgences. ...'TThese were sold in a lump to a 
“ tribe of monastic vagabonds,.... who purchased them of the 
“ Pope, by as good a wholesale bargain as they could make : and 
“ then, after the mode of itinerant pedlars, they disposed of them 
“in retail, each indulgence of course bearing an adequate 
“ premium, to those who affected such articles of commerce. 
* The madness of superstition could be strained no higher.” The 
malignancy of unchristian and atrocious calumny could indeed be 
strained no higher than it is here by a professed minister of 
truth and charity ! 

I say this, not as denying the fact of certain abuses, but as 
protesting against their being charged upon us, as if approved 
by the Catholic Church. Here precisely lies the malignity of 
Mr. Faber’s calumny. He professes to take our acknowledged 
doctrines, and prove them not founded on Scripture and primitive 
authority. But here he trumpets forth a notorious abuse, never 
Sanctioned, but oftentimes deplored and condemned by the 
Catholic Church; and with the most contemptible sophistry, 
which a mind like his ought to have disdained, he would argue 
against the doctrine and use of Indulgences, from a known 
perversion and abuse of them. 
3 T 
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In these days, when we hear so much of the building of new 
churches, and are called upon ¢o pay so much without any Indul- 
gence in return for, such edifices, I suppose it will not be denied that 
this is a work of piety and charity. The popes Julius II. and Leo X. 
granted that relaxation from temporal punishment, called an 
Indulgence, in favour of those who should among other good 
works, contribute alms towards the pious and charitable under- 
taking of erecting the magnificent structure of St. Peter’s at Rome. 
Unfortunately the commission of preaching the Indulgence, and 
exhorting the faithful to the good work of contributing towards 
the erection of this noblest temple of the world, was given in 
Germany to the Dominican friars, and not to the Augustinians, 
Had the latter been preferred, the world would most probably 
have heard nothing of the “honest indignation” of the disap 
pointed Augustinian friar, Martin Luther. He was very fone 
of Indulgences, and fond, not only of preaching, but of granti 
them by his own paramount authority. He granted copious 
_ Indulgences to himself, and to the nun whom he took to wife. Hi 
granted to Philip of Hesse an Indulgence to have two wives, 
Mr. Faber calls him the “ great and much calumniated Luther ; 
but the Bishop of Strasbourg has well reminded him tha 
Luther’s account of himself, as well as the character given hin 
by Zuinglius, Calvin and Melancthon, has left nothing even fo 
calumny to invent against him.* ἢ 

The intention of the Indulgences granted by Leo X. was 
good: Luther himself informs us, that they were for the buildin; 
of St. Peter’s.t It is admitted and deplored that many abuses 
were practised in the proclamation of the Indulgences. But if 
we admit the sale and traffic to the fullest extent that Mr. Faber 
could wish, it is indeed a melancholy proof of the effects of 
human avarice, but assuredly no argument against the real 
doctrine and due practice of Indulgences. Jacob sold his 
privileged birthright, and Judas sold our Blessed Saviour himself; 
what wonder then if some jealous and greedy friars, lost to the 
true spirit of their vocation, should barter celestial treasures for 


* 


ie 


* Answer to the First Edition of Difficulties of penne 4 p. 386. 
+ Ad fabricam S. Petri. op. 1. 
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sordid money? But does any article of Catholic belief warrant 
such abuses? Did any authority of the Catholic Church 
sanction them? I defy Mr. Faber to the proof of either. He 
conveys a wilfully calumnious insinuation that the doctrine of 
Indulgences is justly chargeable with these abuses. But he has 
not proved it, and till he does, he will have established nothing. 


- As well might it be argued that the Gospel itself is false or bad, 
- because the preaching of it has been purchased by simoniacal 


traffic; or, to come home at once to his own Church, with far 


more reason might the crying nuisance of selling benefices with 


the cure of souls, every day advertised in our newspapers, be 


_ put forth as proof of the iniquity of the whole system of the 


Kstablishment. Mr. Faber knew when he blackened his paper 
with the atrocious charge, that the Catholic Church had 


strongly condemned every species of simony in her general 
Councils of Lateran, Lyons, Vienne, and finally Trent; where to 


guard against abuses in the publication of Indulgences, she 
decreed, ‘“‘ that in future the name and office of collectors of 
“alms (questores) shall be utterly abolished in all places of 
“Christendom: nor shall any be admitted, on any account, to 


“exercise this kind of office, notwithstanding any privileges 
“granted to churches, monasteries, hospitals, pious places, and 


“any persons of whatever degree, state and dignity, or 


“even customs immemorial. But it decrees that Indulgences, 
“or other spiritual favours, of which it is not fit that the 


“faithful of Christ should therefore be deprived, are to be 


“published to the people henceforth by the ordinaries of the 
_“ places at proper times, together with two of the chapter. To 
“whom also is given the faculty of faithfully collecting the 
alms, and charitable contributions offered them, without 
_“ accepting any reward whatsoever : in order that all may truly 
“understand that these celestial treasures of the Church are 
“dispensed, not for gain, but for piety.”* Mr. Faber knew 
that the Catholic Church had thus spoken. Nay, he knew, or 


he ought to have known, that even Luther himself claimed the 


_ Support of the Pope, when he inveighed against these abuses. 


* Concil, Trid. Sess. xxi, Cap. ix. hy 
a ig : | 
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“1 felt certain,’ says he, “ that I should have the pope for my. 
© patron ὦ ΩΣ who in his decrees most clearly condemns the 
“abuse of the collectors.”* He knew, too, that instead of 
Martin’s “ honest indignation,” and “long suppressed Bible,” 
being roused and wielded at first against the Pope, he submis- 
sively laid himself, and his proceedings before the Pope’s 
decision : “ Wherefore, most blessed father, I offer myself pros- 
“ trate at the feet of your holiness, with all that I am and have ᾿ 
“ Give life or death ; call, revoke: approve, reprove, as you 
“please.... I will acknowledge your voice, as the voice of 
“ Christ presiding and speaking within you.”’+ ; 
The truth then is briefly this: Luther inveighed first against 
the abuse of Indulgences, and then against their use altogether. 
Mr. Faber casts a slur upon Dr. Trevern, because according to his 
account, “ like a prudent controvertist, he treads lightly over 
“‘ sround which assuredly is not hallowed.” But the candid prelate 
had dwelt sufficiently on a subject, which in no way affects real 
Catholic doctrine. He had admitted that gross abuses hac 
prevailed, but had plainly proved the care of the Church to 
repress them. And he had owned, that if Luther had only risen 
up against the ignorance and disgraceful traffic of Indulgences, 
he would have merited the applause of all succeeding ages. 
But passion and pride never know where to stop. Luther began 
by condemning the abuse of Indulgences : from their abuse, he ΐ 
was led on to deny their utility. Indulgences were con- 
nected with Purgatory: his next step was to attack that doc- 
trine. The belief of Purgatory was the ground of Prayers for 
the Dead ; these therefore he speedily abolished. But as these 
were authorised by the Liturgies of the Mass, he at last 
renounced that also. Thence he turned to Satisfaction, Merit 
and Justification, and these were treated as unsparingly as t 
preceding. The Church at last condemned him, but then h 


* Certus mihi videbar me habiturum patronum papam...... qui in all 
decretis clarissime damnat questerum immodestiam—Op. 

+ Quare, beatissime pater, prostratum me péditvets hu beatitudinis 
offero cum omnibus que sum et habeo. Vivifica, occide : voca, revoca: 
approba, reproba, ut placuerit...... Vocem tuam, vocem Christi in te 
preesidentis et loquentis agnoscam.—LuTHERI, Op. 1, 66. 
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would acknowledge no Church but the society of the elect. The 
Pope pronounced him anathema, and he forsook his former 
proffered submission, and declared the Pope to be Antichrist. 
He was refuted by the Scripture ; but he rejected such books as 
were opposed to his doctrines. He was summoned by Councils ; 
but he protested against every rule but his own interior spirit. 
Many times did he acknowledge that he had gone far beyond his 
intentions, and was astonished at, the progress of his errors. 
But a little leaven corrupted the whole lump: he began a 
simple reformer of abuses, and ended an heresiarch and 
apostate.* 

Mr. Faber next significantly points to the silence of the Bishop 
of Strasbourg, “as to the imaginary fund, whence the inex- 
** haustible stock of papal Indulgences is supplied.” Now, be it 
observed, Mr. Faber here only copies word for word, what he 
had written in his first edition. Dr. Trevern answered that 
edition, and at page 389, noticed the charge of silence, explained 
his reason for having judged any observations on the subject 
superfluous, but to prevent further cavil proceeded to explain 
and justify the opinions of Catholics on the existence and nature 
of the said fund or treasury of the merits of Jesus Christ, and of 
_his saints, derived from his own infinite merits. What is to be 
thought of the man who with the Bishop’s Answer before him, 
could coolly repeat that the prelate was wholly silent, and 
omitted the subject altogether? : 

I might indeed be wholly silent on the subject, because the 
existence of this treasury as far as regards the merits of Saints, 
is not a necessary article of Catholic Faith, and it is neither my 
_ engagement, nor inclination to defend mere theological opinions. 

Mr. Faber flourishes the Jubilee Bull of a late Pontiff, Leo XII. 
in 1824, and boasts of the authority of the Pope himself to 
assert that the treasury continues to exist. But he should 
know that Popes Clement VI. Leo X. and Pius VI. declared the 
same; and yet the doctrine is in no article of Catholic Faith. 


* See the Sreuncat Sermon of BourDALoug, Sur la parfaite Observation de 
la Loi, for Wednesday in the 3rd week of Lent: Part I. from which the 
above account of Luther has been condénsed. . 
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These venerable pontiffs only introduced it incidentally, and not — 
dogmatically into their decrees; or when they condemned the — 
opposite assertion, never stigmatised it as heretical. Still, 
though not of Catholic faith, this doctrine of the existence of ἃ 
heavenly treasure of the merits of Christ and his Saints, entrusted — 

to the dispensation of the Church, is founded on very solid 

arguments. But here again, Mr. Faber, according to his | 
disgraceful custom, first misrepresents, and then vilifies. He 
maliciously states that this stock of merits, is considered by us as _ 
supplemental to the otherwise too scanty merits of Christ.” 
This is a calumny as wilfully atrocious as even Mr. Faber ever — 
invented against us. Is it that he cannot, or will not understand | 
the plainest language, but will obstinately bear false witness 
against his neighbour to the end of his days? He certainly knows — 
that no Catholic divine ever taught the crude blasphemy that 
the merits of our dear Redeemer were too scanty, and that the — 
Saints could supply for their deficiency. He knows that it is a 
conspicuous Article of our Faith that the merits of Christ are 
infinite in value and satisfaction; and that whatever merit our 
divines attribute to the works of the Saints, is all derived from 
the merits of Christ, and efficacious through his satisfaction. 
The man who knowing these things, persists in charging us with — 
doctrines which our souls abhor, deserves no further answer, and — 
from me, at least, shall receive none. a 


Section IV.—ANGLICAN ORDERS. 


This subject Mr. Faber has briefly treated in Number IV. of se 
the Appendix, which terminates his volume; and as the present — 
Chapter is devoted to the other topics introduced into that Appen- _ 
dix, the reader will probably be as well satisfied with its appear- _ 
ance here, as in any other portion of this work. 4 

The Bishop of Strasbourg, 1 in accordance with the practical — 
opinion of Catholics in general, declared the Orders of the 
Church of England null and void from the beginning, that is 
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from the unlawful and invalid consecration of Matthew Parker 
for the See of Canterbury, from whom the subsequent clergy 
of the Church of England are known to have derived their 
Orders. Mr. Faber professes perfect astonishment that Dr. 
Trevern should have been wholly silent respecting the “ very 
“learned and very able Courayer,” by whom one of the ablest 
defences of the validity of the Anglican Orders was written. He 
asks if the Bishop was ignorant of the existence of the work of 
Courayer; admonishing him withal that in such case, “ so 
“ὁ scantily instructed a controvertist” was little compefent to 
attack the Church of England. But on the other hand, he 
argues, that if the Bishop was acquainted with the work of 
Courayer, he ought, in all fairness, to have referred to that 


‘masterly production. Mr. Faber humbly confesses that when 
his first edition appeared, he himself had not read Courayer ; 


but if he takes shame to himself thereupon, it is for the goodly 
purpose of sinking Dr. Trevern into the very abyss of oppro- 
brium, for not having read the “ Work of his own fellow 
* countryman, the Work of his own fellow religionist!” He 
then comes to this redoubtable conclusion: “ In his attack upon 
“ our English Ordinations, he (the Bishop) must even be content 
“to take his choice between digraceful ignorance and deliberate 
** dishonesty.” 

How easy, how very easy, to retort all this puerile stuff upon 


‘the head of its author. Is Mr. Faber ignorant of the existence 
of the works written in answer to Courayer? Has he never 


heard of the Journalists of Trevoux,—of Le Quien,—of Har- 


-douin,—of S. Réné,—of Clerophilus Alethes (alias Constable), 


of Fennell; who all refuted Courayer? Is he ignorant of the 
works of Sanders, Harding, Stapleton, Reynolds, Bristow, Allen, 
‘Kellison, Worthington, Champney, Talbot, Ward, Hatton, Dodd, 
Challoner, Milner, and Fletcher; who have all written power- 
fally against the validity of the Anglican Orders? “If so: how 
“shall we deem so scantily instructed a controvertist in any 
“wise competent to step forward” in defence of the Church of 
England? But is Mr. Faber well acquainted with these authors, 
or at least with such of them as expressly refuted Courayer? 
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“‘ If so: why did he not, in all fairness, refer to those masterly | 
“ productions?” That Dr. Trevern was unacquainted with the 
works of Courayer, would be insulting to his Lordship and to the 
reader to suppose: but that knowing them, he could have had 
the smallest inducement to conceal such knowledge, would be a 
supposition impossible to entertain. Dr. Trevern, I cannot 
doubt, had well read Courayer ;—for even I, whose “ emulous” 
“9 feebleness” Mr. Faber so much despises, have studied him 
carefully, having his Dissertation in 2 vols. his Defense de la 
Dissertation in 4 vols. and his Apology, ἡ. 6. for his sentiments, in 
2 vols. But if Dr. Trevern preserved “ amost ominous silence” 
upon an author, whose arguments have been so often refuted, 
Mr. Faber ought rather to feel grateful for his Lordship’s 
forbearance. q 
Courayer was not, as Mr. Faber styles him, a dutiful child of 
his Mother, the Catholic Church. For, to pass lightly over his” 
conduct for the latter part of his life in England, where he made 
no scruple of attending the worship of the Church of England, 
though Mr. Faber represents him as pronouncing the “ unlucky 
“ Anglicans to be graceless heretics and mischievous schis- 
“ matics ;” to say nothing of this and other evidences of the ; 
heretical and latitudinarian spirit of Courayer, I rest simply upon 
one argument. The use and practice of the Catholic Church, at 
Rome and every where else, of reordaining clerical converts fro a 
the Anglican Church, affords such strong presumptive argument 
against the validity of Anglican Ordination, that no dutiful child 
of the Catholic Church would rise up rashly like Courayer, to 
pronounce such Ordination good and valid. So much for 
Courayer’s dutiful reverence for the practical opinion and uni- 
versal custom of his Mother the Catholic Church. a 
Mr. Faber asserts with an air of scornful triumph, that “ all 
“ the disingenuous assertions of the Bishop of Strasbourg, duly 
“ retailed at second hand by the indiscriminating zeal of nis 
“ English coadjutor, had already, more than a century ago, 
ἐς distinctly met and admirably exposed to well deserved contempt 
“by the learned and able Courayer.” If so, I shall ask, ho 
it happens that men have not yielded to the victorious proofs of ‘ 
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the learned Courayer; but that his long, verbose, and tediously 
self-repeating volumes have long ago gone to the trunkmaker, 
while the Catholic world persists in the same opinion of the 
invalidity of Anglican Orders, and in the same practice of 
reordaining Anglican ministers? My zeal may be indiscriminat- 
ing, if Mr. Faber pleases, but I have studied Courayer very 
carefully, and various other writers on the question; and I am 
still zealously disposed to defend the same proposition with the 
learned and venerable Bishop of Strasbourg, that the Anglican 
Orders must be considered null and invalid. 

Mr. Faber’s “singularly powerful controvertist,” Courayer, 
has, in his estimation completely set at rest the subject, from 
arguments built upon officially recorded facts; and this from 
“that lingering delight of Mr. Husenbeth the anile figment of 
“ the Nag’s Head Tavern,....down to the modern labours of 
“ Dr. Trevern and his editorial ally,’ my humble self. Parker, 
“from whom descend,” says Mr. Faber, “all our English 
* ordinations, was consecrated at Lambeth, on the 17th day of 
* December in the year of grace 1559, by Barlow, Scory, 
** Coverdale, and Hodgkins.” 

Respecting the Nag’s Head consecration, I testified no lingering 
delight about the matter; but simply observed that there were 
some very stubborn witnessess, affording curious and important 
testimonies in favour of that narrative; and contented myself 
with simply observing that even such a mock consecration might 
have satisfied persons, who are known to have thought so lightly 
of the necessity of valid and canonical consecration. Itis very 
unimportant to the present discussion to go into the merits of 
the case ; and certainly I have no solicitude about the truth or 
falsehood of the account; particularly since if it be proved false, 
it will not therefore follow that the Lambeth consecration is true. 

_ Respecting the previous consecration of Scory, Coverdale, and 

dgkins, Mr. Faber is perfectly satisfied, because it appears 
: Poy the public official registers. 1 shall not stop to shew that 
the’consecration of the first two was invalid, on account of their 
: having been consecrated according to the ordinal of Edward VI., 
in the reign of Mary, all such ordinations having been ρων 
θυ 
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declared to be null and void; nor to enquire whether any proof 
can be supported that Hodgkins was ever consecrated at all. 

For the grand question is that of the episcopal consecration of 
Barlow. Mr. Faber makes a most singular assertion. He pro- 
fesses not to see how the validity of Parker’s consecration could 
be disputed, even if the previous episcopal consecration of 
Barlow could not be established, since Parker’s consecration 
would still have been “performed by three acknowledged (?) 
‘** bishops, having a presbyter as their consentient assessor.” 
The very silly reply which Mr. Faber supposes Dr. Trevern and 
myself to make, that the presence of a priest rendered the 
transaction invalid, is quite beneath notice. The presence of 
Barlow as a priest would of course in no way affect the validity. 
of the consecration, provided a real bishop had acted as conse= 
crator, and had made use of a valid form, with a proper intention. 
The reason why we enquire if Barlow was a bishop, is that 
Barlow is proclaimed to have been the actual consecrator: the 
others were only assistants, as in every ordination one acts as 
the immediate minister to confer the Orders. Barlow having 
been the actual consecrator, it is vitally important to the clergy 
of the Church of England to be able to clear up all doubts 
whether Barlow himself ever actually received episcopal conse= 
cration. Mr. Faber, with all his admiration of Courayer, forgets 
that this writer asserts without hesitation, that either if Barlow 
himself was never consecrated, or the form used by him in 
consecrating Parker was imperfect and invalid, in either case the 
Anglican hierarchy is at an end. “ L’un ou l’autre de ces faits 
‘‘ suffiroit seul pour aneantir toute la hierarchie Angloise: on 
“ ne scauroit donc les examiner avec trop d’attention et d’exacti- 
© tude.”* Yet Mr. Faber sees not how the validity of Parker’s 
consecration could be disputed, if Barlow’s could not be 
established ! 

Mr. Faber is satisfied however, that Courayer has fully 
established the fact of Barlow’s own episcopal consecration. For 
though he is obliged to concede the most serious fact, that no 
register of his consecration has ever been produced, he contends 


* CourayEr—Dissert. sur ἴα validité des Ordin. Angl. Tom. I. Chap. 3. 4 


SECTION IV. ANGLICAN ORDERS. 531 


that the fact of his consecration is still demonstrated by such a 
mass of circumstantial testimony, that it cannot be set aside 
without the introduction of an universal scepticism. If we 
reject Barlow, because no one could ever produce his register, 
Mr. Faber adopting the reasoning of Courayer, argues that we 
must for the same reason reject several bishops, of whose conse- 
eration no doubt was ever entertained. It is one thing however 
to be uncertain of some consecrations, which no important 
transaction ever rendered it necessary, or particularly desirable 
to prove; and quite another to be obliged to acknowledge that 
the register of the very man, upon the fact of whose episcopal 
consecration the validity of the Anglican Orders, and the very 
existence of the Church of England hierarchy vitally depends, 
though every search has been made by so many interested in the 
discovery, has never been discovered. Inthe case of Gardiner 
and others mentioned by Courayer, whose registers are not to 
be found, their consecration does not appear to have been ever 
questioned: nor are there any suspicious circumstances attached 
to their episcopacy to raise those doubts of their consecration, 
which would cause a diligent search after their registers. Other- 
wise it is probable that some of them might have been discovered 
εν elsewhere, as the act of consecration of Fox of Hereford, one of 
~ those objected, was afterwards found. Surely so serious an 
affair as the establishment of a new hierarchy ought not to want 
the essential proof that the consecrator of Parker was ever 
himself consecrated. Yet so it is: conjectures enough are 
hazarded, that Barlow might have been, but no proof has ever 
| ἀνὰ that he was consecrated. 
_ Courayer accumulated what he and Mr. Faber consider col- 
Biter, or circumstantial evidence amounting to demonstration : 
but Mr. Faber ought to know that Courayer’s arguments had 
been ably refuted vad his numerous antagonists. After carefully 
weighing the writings of Le Quien, Hardouin, Constable, Ward, 
_§. René and several others, I consider Courayer’s attempts to 
‘prove Barlow’s episcopal consecration total failures. Mr. Faber 
.depends upon Barlow’s consecration being established by 


“ undeniable circumstantial evidence deduced from recorded public 
3 U2 
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“ official acts, and from the well preserved rolls of Parliament.” 
But unluckily these all together are no proofs of Barlow’s 
consecration. | | : 
There is “the yet extant commission of Henry VIII, to the 
“ Archbishop of Canterbury for the consecration of Barlow ;” but 
Rymer, from whom it is taken, owns it to be not an original 
document, and not per Breve de privato sigillo, which defects ren- 
der it as evidence worthless. Courayer himself furnishes a curious 
contradiction of the very point which he is so anxious to establish. 
He gives at the end of his Dissertation numerous documents, 
which he styles Pieces justificatives. Among these are fragments 
of letters written to him by his zealous co-operators in England, 
which he assures his readers may be depended upon equally with 
the acts from which they are compiled.* In one of these 
documents, the writer admits that Barlow was absent in Scotland, 
when elected for St. Asaph, but conjectures that he was probably 
consecrated somewhere in the country: verisimiliter vigore 
commissionis archiepiscopalis ruri consecratus.t Forgetting how- 
ever his own hobbling conjecture, the writer owns plainly, three 
pages further, that Barlow never was consecrated for St. Asaph. 
“1 have noticed,” he says, “ only three Bishops, who for the 
“ last 200 years have been translated to second Sees, before they 
“ had been consecrated for their first. Of these Barlow of whom 
“ we now speak, is the first; the second is Bonner, who being 
“detained a long time in an embassy beyond the sea, was 
“ elected and confirmed for the Bishopric of Hereford, while 
“absent, and held it almost a year without being consecrated 5 
“and then he passed to the See of London, being not yet 
* returned to his own country.”{ His third is Juxon: but this: 
may suffice as well to shew how the truth will out in spite of! 


* Preface, p. 14. Md fs 

t+ Dissert. Preuves ΝΣ Ῥ. xciv. ἯΙ 

t Tres quippe solummodo Episcopos observavi, qui his ducentis annis: 

proxime elapsis, ad secundas Sedes transierint, antequam ad priores conse- 

crati fuissent. Horum primus est Barlovius ille, de quo hic agitur ; secun- 

dus Bonnerus, qui cum in legatione ultra mare diu detineretiiry ad Episco- 
patum Herefordensem absens electus, ac confirmatus est, eumque uno fe: 
anno tenuit non consecratus ; ac deinde ad Sedem Londinensem transit 

nondum in patriam reversus.—Preaves Justif. p. xcvii. : 
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industrious speculations to withhold it, as to invalidate the 
proof attempted from the Commission for the consecration of 
Barlow for St. Asaph. 
In fact Courayer admits that Barlow never was consecrated 
for St. Asaph: though he had before contended that he must 
have been so, on account of the statute requiring consecration 
within 20 days.* For when he reports the confirmation of 
Barlowin London for the See of St. David’s, to which he is reported 
to have been so soon removed, he says that Barlow might have 
been at that time consecrated in London, and that ἐξ can hardly 
be doubted that his consecration took place on Sunday, April 
23, 1536, two days after his said confirmation to the See of 
St. Davids in London.t So if Mr. Faber chooses to conjecture 
with Courayer that Barlow might have been consecrated in 
London, to what purpose does he blazon forth Henry’s Commis- 
sion to consecrate him for St. Asaph ? 
Mr. Faber boasts alike of “the yet extant investiture of 
* Barlow by the same Prince (Henry VIII.) with the tempora- 
“ς lities of the See of St. David's.” This he takes as proof of 
Barlow’s previous consecration. But it is no such proof. Mr. 
Stevens, a Protestant minister, in his Great Question, records 
several instances in the reign of Henry VIII. of Bishops elect 
being invested with their temporalities previous to consecration. 
Stokesley, Bishop of London, received his temporalities July 14, 
1430, and was not consecrated till the following November. 
Bonner, elected to the See of Hereford, received his temporalities 
by his proctor, while he himself was out of England; and when 
afterwards elected to London, was invested with temporalities, 
Nov. 18, 1539, and yet was not consecrated till the April 
following. If such investitures could be procured from Henry 
for these prelates, why not equally for his favourite Barlow? 
_“ Nor is it more strange,” observes Mr. Stevens, “that of all 
“the acts necessary for that purpose, the Consecration should 
“be omitted, especially at a time when it was set so light by, 
than that of all the records and entries of those acts, that only 
_ “of the Consecration, if there had been any, should be wanting.” 


* CovuRAYER—Dissert.—Tom. I. p. 47. 
+ Couraver—De/ense de la Dissert.—Tom. 11. p. 357. 
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We have no proof yet of Barlow’s having ever received episcopal _ 


consecration; but great reason to believe that he never was a | 


consecrated Bishop. 


Mr. Faber relies in the next place, on “ the two yet extant writs Ὁ 
“of summons to Parliament addressed to Barlow as Bishop of St. — : 
“ David's :” but this is no proof. At best it could only prove that 


Barlow passed for a Bishop. It was easy for him to be so i | 


considered. He never took possession of St. Asaph, and being 4 
so soon removed to St. David’s, there was no necessity for Ἷ 


certifying his consecration to the See of St. Asaph. When : 
nominated to St. David’s, it was sufficiently practicable to pass — 
as previously consecrated; and his summons to Parliament — ᾿ 
would follow in the usual course. But after all, these ὕγχο 
extant writs have been falsified by Courayer to suit his purpose; 
and this Mr. Faber ought to have known. The Christian name — 
of Barlow was William ; but before his name in both of these ᾿ 
writs is the initial letter 7. thus: 7. Episcopo Meneven. Ηδι- — 
douin detected this artifice of Courayer;* and exposed the q 
futility of his attempted justification of himself by pretending ᾿ 
that the 7. for W. was ἃ mere fault of the copyist, which πα 
escaped his attention; as if the same fault was likely to occur — 
exactly at the same name in two different writs, when the clerk — 
had several other 7’s and W’s to copy before other names, all of 
which he transcribed correctly. If such be the expedients to % 
procure evidence, resorted to by Courayer, and tacitly “pron ἢ 


by his admiring Faber, we may well pass on. 


Weare next reminded of “ the yet extant deed of translation ofl ΐ 
“the part of still the same prince (Henry VIII.) by which Barlow Ὁ 


i 


“was removed from St. David’s to Bath and Wells.” Mr. Faber — 


must go back to his master Courayer: he has ποῦ well learned i 


his lesson. Barlow was not translated to Bath and Wells by 

Henry VIII. but nominated by a novel assumption of authority, — 
by Letters Patent from Edward VI. dated Feb. 26, 1548, and 
withoyt any previous Congé d’elire to the chapter. Courayer give 
the Royal Act of Nomination and Translation among his Preuves 


Justificatives, p. \xxxii, and yet Mr. Faber talks of some imaginary : 


. Harpourn, La Def. des Ordin. Angl. reputée—Tom, I. p. 422. 
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yet extant Commission of Henry VIII. This is passing strange, 
when he could cite at length a document given by Courayer in 
the very next page. 
This document is Queen Mary’s “ commission to consecrate 
“* Bourne to the see of Bath and Wells, then vacant by the depriva- 
tion of William Barlow.” To what purpose Mr. Faber has 
patiently transcribed this Commission, I know not. It affords 
no proof that Barlow was ever consecrated, though he passed 
for a bishop. It merely proves that without any formal enquiry 
into his episcopal consecration, the Queen determined to depose 
him on account of his having broken his solemn vow of celibacy 
by contracting marriage. Barlow had successively occupied 
three bishoprics, to each of which he had been confirmed by 
Cranmer; he passed for a bishop, and it was not the Queen’s 
object to enquire into his consecration, but to deprive him for 
sacrilege. Thus though Mr. Faber consoles himself with the 
perfect assurance that Courayer has settled the main and essen- 
tial point, “ namely the consecration of Parker by bishops who 
_ “themselves had been duly consecrated,’ neither he nor his 
“ὁ learned Romish divine” as he qualifies Courayer, are able to 
bring any available proof of the essential point, that Barlow 
the actual consecrator of Parker was himself ever a consecrated 
bishop. 
_ The present work professing only to reply to what Mr. Faber 
has advanced, it would be out of character to discuss here the 
ordination question in all its bearings. Therefore without inves- 
tigating the truth of the Lambeth consecration of Parker, which 
there are very serious reasons for disbelieving, it may suffice to 
note in conclusion that if we suppose Parker’s consecration to 
have taken place according to the account of the Register, so 
suspiciously discovered not till fifty years after the transaction, 
_and if we suppose his consecrator Barlow to have been a real 
bishop, still Parker could have been no true bishop, on account 

of his having been consecrated according to the ordinal of 
Edward VI. That ordinal was so notoriously defective, that all 
orders conferred according to it were in the reign of Mary 
declared null and invalid, and the parties were re-ordained 
according to the Roman Pontifical. 
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It is essential to the form of Ordination that it should be 
proper and peculiar to the object for which it is employed, and 
should express at least implicitly the principal end and effect 
of Holy Orders. But the new form of Edward VI., different — 
from ‘any ever used in any Christian Church, ran thie: “Take | 
“the Holy Ghost; and remember that thou stir up the grace of i 
“God, which is in thee by the imposition of hands: for God ; 
“hath not given us the spirit of fear, but of power, and love, 
“and soberness.” This form is vague and undetermined, and 
might equally be employed for a deacon or a priest; it does not 
express the episcopal character, nor does it declare any one of the 
principal ends or effects of the Holy Order which is supposed to 
be conferred. Courayer contends that nothing is wanting to the 
form, because in the prayer preceding the above words, the grace 
of the Holy Ghost is invoked upon the person to be ordained, 
to confer grace for the due performance of his episcopal duties, 
Courayer thus admits that the form does not consist in the 
words: Take the Holy Ghost, &c. But certainly it cannot consist 
in the two other prayers alluded to, which follow the Litany 5 
because those prayers are not accompanied with the imposition 
of hands, because they do not sufficiently determine the prin- 
cipal functions of a bishop, and because they plainly imply that. 
the candidate is not yet consecrated. Thus neither the pre- 
ceding prayers, nor the words used at the imposition of hands 
suffice for a validform. I omit several equally serious and vit 
objections. These are of so great importance, that they ought te 
create an awful doubt in the mind of every clergyman of t 
Church of England, as to the validity of his orders. And wha’ 
can be the security of a Church, whose ministry, if not abso- — 
lutely invalid, as I firmly believe it to be, is, and must ἢ 
considered by those who will seriously examine and reflec 
fearfully involved in doubt? 
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CHAPTER VI. 


PURGATORY-——PRAYERS FOR THE DEAD. 


Section 1—Proors ror PurGAToRY AND PRAYERS FOR THE 
DEAD VINDICATED. 


_ Having established that though nothing is wanting to the 
atoning merit of Christ’s Satisfaction for us, we are still to apply 
his merits to our souls, not only by faith, but also by penitential 
works on our part; and that these are satisfactory to the divine 
justice, inasmuch as God accepts them through his Son; it 
follows that if we depart this life without having paid this debt 
of satisfaction, it will remain to be paid in the next life. More- 
over, when we consider on the one hand the multiplied stains 
which even the just are daily liable to contract from small faults, 
and on the other the unsullied purity required for admission to 
heaven, it will be equally apparent that whoever dies with the 
least stain of venial sin unrepented of, must remain excluded 
from heaven, till he is purified from all defilement. For both 
purposes there must be some state of temporary detention and 
purification in the next life; and this the Catholic Church calls 
Purgatory. 

_ All that we are required to believe as of Catholic Faith on the 
subject of the place itself is expressed in few words: that there 
is a Purgatory, in which souls are detained.** The remainder of 
the Decree concerns Prayers for the Dead, which will be dis- 
cussed hereafter. As I am pledged to no more than the vindi- 
¢ation of what is strictly of Catholic faith, I shall carefully 
distinguish this from the various questions introduced by Mr. 

Faber, ingloriously plodding in the track of former indiscrimi- 
nating, not to say dishonourable, disputants. The Council of 


* Concil. 'I'rid. Sess. vi. Canon 30, et Sess. xxv. «caged de Purg. 
3 Ww 3 
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Trent did not hesitate to assure us, that her decision of the 
existence of Purgatory was authorised by the Holy Scriptures, — 
the ancient tradition of the Fathers, and the decisions of previous — 
Councils: and therefore I readily meet Mr. Faber in his discus- _ 
sion of these several authorities. I begin with the passages from 
Scripture ; and first with a remarkable one from the Old 
Testament. ᾿ 
“ And making a gathering he (Judas Macchabeus) sent twelve j 
“ thousand Py la of silver to Jerusalem for sacrifice, to be : 
“ offered for the sins of the dead, thinking well and religiously — 
concerning the resurrection. 

“ (For if he had not hoped that they that were slain should rise - 
“ again, it would have seemed superfluous and vain to pray for 
? so dead). ᾿ 
“ And because he considered that they who had fallen asleep } 
“with godliness, had great grace laid up for them. It is there-_ 
“fore a holy and wholesome pi it to pray for the dead, that ᾿ 
“ they may be loosed from sins.”* ᾿ 
Mr. Faber’s objections to this passage are, first, that it never 4 
mentions Purgatory; secondly, that it can prove nothing, because i 
the slain alluded to must have died 1 in mortal sin 5 and ‘hind ἢ 


ἡ 


the primitive Church vith of the East or West, especially as i ite 
mentions with approbation a case of suicide, and as its pathol 
-apologetically confesses that he has written only to the best of 
his ability, and therefore not under divine inspiration. 
The first of these objections is puerile enough. For if a belief — 
of the existence of Purgatory can be uthiheutly collected from 
the words of the text, we may well be contented without any 
express mention of the name or place of Purgatory. The name— 
is allowed to be of ecclesiastical appropriation, like Trinity, 
Incarnation, and others. The name is of no consequence, 
provided we have evidence of the existence of the state of souls” 
which it indicates. 'This evidence Mr. Faber however denies to. 
the passage in question; the prayers and_ sacrifices therein 
mentioned, having been, in his idea, only a sin-offering for the 
* 2 Macchabees xii. 43-4-5-6. 
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departed. He means, I presume, a sacrifice to deprecate the anger 
_ of God provoked by the sin of the slain. But either this anger 
was likely to fall upon the departed themselves, or upon 
the survivors. If Mr. Faber means the latter, he is not 
borne out by the text; for it is expressly stated that Judas 
prayed for the dead because he believed that they were to rise 
again; that is, he believed that their souls were immortal, and 
one day to be reunited to their bodies, and he feared lest the souls 
of these slain might be detained in punishment in the other world, 
which detention he hoped to mitigate by prayers and sacrifices. The 
text itself tells us, that the object of his prayers for the dead was, 
that they might be delivered from sin. Therefore by the very 
wording and argument of the text, it is plain that the anger which 
Judas sought to avert, was not that which might have impended 
over the rest of his army for the sin of their brethren, but over 
the departed delinquents themselves. There is no other way of 
accounting for the introduction of the future resurrection; the 
prayers would not have been vain and superfluous, if offered in 
behalf of the survivors, whether the slain were to rise again 
or not. 

Mr. Faber’s second objection is much more to the purpose, 
_as founded on an apparent inconsistency, which however will 
soon be shewn to be only apparent. The men died, he says, in 
an unrepented act of ,mortal sin, the enormous sin of idolatry : 
therefore their souls must have been consigned to Hell, and not 
to Purgatory. So thinks Mr. Faber: but I would rather take 
the opinion of Jadas Macchabeus, and he evidently thought 
otherwise. Idolatry, doubtless, is the greatest of all sins, 
because it aims at dethroning the Almighty, and setting up an 
idol in his place. Mr. Faber is glad here to avail himself of our 
acknowledged belief in the grievousness of the crime of Idolatry. 
Another time, when it shall suit his purpose, he will bluntly 
accuse us of allowing and committing Idolatry. But the ques- 
tion here is, how far these men were guilty of Idolatry. Judas 
certainly considered them free from mortal sin ; for he perceived 
that there was great favour for those that died godly. Our 
translation from the Vulgate is: he considered that they who 

ὧν 2 
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had fallen asleep with godliness, had great grace laid up for 
them. The difference is unimportant, as will appear from the 
original Greek, which runs thus: Ἐμέλέπων rots μετ᾽ ευσεξείας 
κοιμωμένοις κάλλιςον ἀποκείμενον apishpioy. Judas believed that 
the men had died godly : therefore he did not profess to pray 
for persons departed in mortal sin. 

The crime of these men was, that they had abstracted and | 
secreted under their coats some of the donaries or votive offer- — 
ings of the idols of Jamnia, “ which,” continues “ the text, the — 
“law forbiddeth the Jews : so that all plainly saw that for this — 
“cause they were slain.”* To establish a mortal sin against — 
these soldiers, we ought to be certain that they were guilty of a 
wilful violation of the law, or that they died without repentance. — 
Mr. Faber notices that this act was the cause of their being © 
slain; but who shall say if the Almighty, in inflicting this — 
immediate judgment upon them, did not mercifully regard their — 
repentance in death, and spare them from eternal punishment ? — 
We have strong evidence, at least, that Judas so considered it, 
for he prayed for them, as having died godly ; and if he was © 
mistaken, and judged too favourably, still we see what his Q 
intention was, and the fact of his praying for them, in hopes of x | 
benefiting their souls, is sufficient for our purpose. It “ 


RR ade i 


that the Jews believed in‘some state of souls after death, where 
the prayers of the living could afford them succour. We — 
require no more for the establishment of the belief of Purgatory. ᾿ 
Mr. Faber objects thirdly, that our proof is from a Book, not 
inspired and canonical. But if we were to concede this, our — 
proof would still be strong and legitimate. For we should still — 
have proved from an ancient and venerable Book, the veracity 
of which no one disputes, and which Mr. Faber’s Church allows 
to be read in churches “ for example of life and instruction of | ἕ 
“6 manners,”* the important doctrinal fact, that the Jews, always — 
under the peculiar direction of God, publicly by the mouth of 
their sacerdotal leader Macchabeus, acknowledged their belief iw | 
the benefit of prayers for the dead, and consequently of a state 
of pon who could be assisted by them. Had their faith been 
2 Macch.. xii.—40. * Thirty-nine Articles. Art. vi. 
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erroneous, there is every reason to believe that the Almighty 
would have interposed, in accordance with his uniform especial 
guidance of his people, and corrected their error, or that our 
Saviour would have reproved it among other abuses. Neither 
was the case, and therefore without insisting on the Book being 
inspired Scripture, it would still furnish satisfactory evidence of 
the truth, as well as the antiquity of a belief in Purgatory, and 
in the utility of Prayers for the Dead. 

But we shall make no such concession. The Second Book of 
-Macchabees must be received as canonical Scripture, divinely 
- inspired, even though Mr. Faber pronounces that “ nothing can 
“be more nugatory than the mere dogmatical edict of the 
© Tridentine Council, by which a Jewish History, written in 
“ Greek and never acknowledged even by the Jews themselves 
“ to be canonical, is presumptuously obtruded into'the venerable 
“roll of inspired Hebrew Scripture.” His boastful exhibition 
of St. Cyril of Jerusalem in the fourth century, against the 
Apocryphal Books, is pure waste of paper: for, as observed in 
the first Chapter,* it is admitted that some of the early Fathers 
followed the Jewish Canon, before the Church had authoritatively 
decided; but those Fathers never doubted that the Christian 
_ Church possessed the right to add to the Jewish Canon. Thus 
St. Augustin says of the Books of Macchabees, that they are 
among those “‘ which the Jews do not, but the Church does hold 
_ “as canonical.”+ But the appeal to St. Cyril is fatal to Mr. 
_ Faber’s own Canon. St. Cyril rejected the Apocalypse, used 
_ the Greek interpretation of Daniel by Theodotion, in which are 
_ equally included the histories.of Susanna and of Bel, and the 
_ Canticle of the three children, all of which are excluded from the 
_ Protestant Bible. St. Cyril cites them all as true portions of 
_ the Book of Daniel. And though St. Cyril omits other books 
as not universally received, he makes no scruple of citing them, 
_ as for instance, the Book of Wisdom, under the name of 
"ἢ * See Chapter 1. page 73. 

- _ + Quos non Judzi, sed Ecclesia pro canonicis habet. S. Aue.—De Civit. 
Dei Lid. xviii. Cap. 36. 


1 Susanna—Catech. xvi. ἡ. 31. Canticle of the Three Children, #. n. 16, 
and iv. n. 3. The Chapter of Bel and the Dragon—ziv. ἡ. 25. . 
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Solomon,* sentences of Ecclesiasticus,t and even the Apoca- 
lypse,t though this he expressly rejects, while Mr. Faber devoutly — 
receives it. The fact is simply, that St. Cyril, with other Holy © 
Fathers, did not enumerate those Books which were ποῦ 
unanimously received by allthe Churches. But he was evidently — 
guided by the same principle, which was followed by the Council 
of Trent, and ought to guide Mr. Faber, namely, to propose that — 
canon to his flock which his Church followed, prepared at the 
same time to admit other Books, whenever the unanimous 
authority and tradition of the Catholic Church should attest 
their canonicity. This is clear from the remarkable words © 
of St. Cyril: “ Of these books read twenty-two, and have ᾿ 
“ nothing to do with those which are apocryphal. Studiously © 
“ὁ meditate those only, which we read in the Church with certain — 
“ assurance. The apostles, and the ancient bishops and rulers — 
“ of the Church who delivered these, were far more prudent and — 
“religious than thou. Thou, therefore, being a son of the — 
“ Church, do not pervert her enactments.” || If Mr. Faber would — 
keep to the spirit and principle of the great St. Cyril, all would — 
be soon rectified. These would point out the necessity of — 
attending at all times to the tradition of the Church. Aslongas ~ 
that was doubtful respecting certain Books, the Holy Father — 
would not recommend them as canonical. But there can be no : 
doubt that his principle of adhering to the general acceptation of ~ 
the Church, would have led him subsequently to receive as — 
canonical, what he then styled apocrypha. On the same principle — 
his successors in the Church of Jerusalem did receive the Apoca- a 
lypse, and afterwards the other Books previously considered ae 
Apocryphal. 
Mr. Faber’s appeal to the enumeration of the canonical Book " 
by Ruffinus in the fifth century, as he says, “ on behalf of the if 
“ Latin Church,” will avail him as little as his preceding reference _ 
to St. Cyril. The words of Ruffinus are similar to those of St: — 
Jerom ; and are equally reconcilable with our admitted principles. — ci 
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He says that the Books of Maccabees, among others were not 
called by the ancients canonical, but ecclesiastical ; meaning 
simply that they were not in the Jewish canon, but adopted in 
the Catholic Church. Still, as he observes, though they were 
read in the churches, the Fathers would not have them adduced 
to confirm any point of faith. The reason ought to be apparent. 
These Books were not yet universally received, but by some held 
of doubtful authority ; the Church had not yet judged proper to 
decide the question; and hence the production of any text from 
these Books would not have been of sufficient weight with many 
who did not allow their divine inspiration. 
_ The authority of Ruffinus however must rapidly vanish before 
the bright light of the great St. Augustin, a truly venerable 
witness for the canon of the Catholic Church. Ruffinus died in 
410. St. Augustin in 397 wrote his Book On the Christian 
Doctrine, in which he enumerates the self-same canonical Books 
as the Council of Trent. This of course Mr. Faber wholly 
conceals. It should also be noted, that to remove the doubts of 
some respecting these Books, the Council of Hippo in 393 and 
two Councils of Carthage, in 397 and 419, declared the same 
Books canonical which were afterwards confirmed by the Council 
of Trent. It has been already mentioned that Pope Innocent I. 
in 405, and Gelasius in 494 enumerated the same.* These Mr. 
Faber with his usual insincerity passes over, and contents himself 
with objecting a passage from St. Gregory the Great, a century 
later, who thus introduces a quotation from the Macchabees; 
* On which subject we do not proceed irregularly, if we produce 
“ testimony from Books which though not canonical, are never- 
“theless put forth for the edification of the Church.”f From 
this it certainly appears that St. Gregory was still doubtful as to 
the Books of Macchabees, though he admitted and commented 
‘upon others of the Apocrypha, as Wisdom, Tobias, and Ecclesi- 
-asticus. Whence it can only be inferred that the Holy Fathers 
‘Were not unanimous on these Books, which we readily admit. 
‘But Mr. Faber acts most unfairly when he concludes, that the 


* Refer to Chapter i. § 2, page 69. 
+ S. Gree. Magn. Moral. in Job. Lib. wie. Cap™- 17. 
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First and Second Books of Macchabees were universally excluded 
by the primitive Fathers, as they now are by Protestants. 

He complains of the Bishop of Strasbourg for accusing the 
Protestants of having rejected the Books of Macchabees purely 
to rid themselves of their troublesome evidence in favour of 
Prayers for the dead, and Purgatory: and he retorts, that the 
Macchabean history was on the contrary “ foisted into the Canon — 
‘‘ by the Latin divines for the evident purpose of propping up” 
these doctrines. St. Jerom informs us however that it was an | 
old artifice of heretics, “ that whatever they had seen contrary 
“ to their dogmas, they either erased, or entirely rejected.”* And 
the first view of the present case suffices to shew that they of 
the sixteenth century, did but sedulously imitate their predeces-— 
sors in error in preceding ages. When we see on the one side a 
Book received by venerable authorities of the early ages, long — ὦ 
before any disputes arose about Purgatory; and on the other 
side the same Book pointedly excluded, precisely by those 
sectarians who reject Purgatory, it is not difficult to decide 
whether we have fraudulently interpolated, or they are legiti ; 
timately chargeable with interested suppression οὗ a portion of 
inspired Scripture. 4 

Though Mr. Faber has produced two authorities, St. Cyril of 
Jerusalem and Ruffinus, which after all are not conclusive, for the 
reasons already shewn, he ought to know that the Macchabean 
Books are freely cited by many other early authorities without 
any intimation of their being uncanonical. For instance, im 
the third century, by St. Clement of Alexandria,t Origen,{ 
St. Cyprian,|| and acknowledged by the last of the Apostolic 
Canons. It is true that Origen excludes them from his enumera- 
tion, but he freely quotes them in other parts of his works, and 
confirms his opinions by their testimony. The early writers 
then were divided as to their canonicity; but the far grea 7 
number admitted them. The Church in her last General Council 


* Ut quidquid sontaram suo dogmati viderant, vel eraderent, vel etiam 
integré Pepudtiairentt: —S. Hieron. ‘ 
+ Stromatum, Lib. 
t In Evang. Joannis, Tom. XII. In Cip. it. Joan, Ὁ. 20. 
i Epist. ad Fortunatum, 2. 
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at Trent solemnly confirmed their canonicity. Mr. Faber says 
that nothing can be more nugatory than the “ mere dogmatical 
“ὁ edict of the Council.” If indeed the Council had assumed 
authority to make this or that Book canonical or inspired, at its 
mere pleasure, the decision might have been styled a “ mere 
“ dogmatical edict.” But the Council decided after a careful 
investigation of the judgment and belief of antiquity, and after 
mature deliberation upon all the evidence which could be 
adduced. If a decision founded on such examination, and 
pronounced by that authority upon which alone we can depend 
for the settlement of such a question, is to be con- 
sidered nugatory, then I would ask, what new light has beamed 
‘upon Protestants to render their reception and rejection of certain 
‘Books preferable?) They cannot deny that in the early ages the 
Canon was not uniform and settled: by what authority have 
they presumed to exclude the Apocrypha from the venerable roll 
‘of inspired Scripture? Mr. Faber doubtless will reply, that they 
have simply adhered to the Canon of the Hebrews. But is the 
Christian Church less privileged than the Jewish Synagogue? 
The Jews, we know, had not received those Books of which the 
‘Hebrew was lost, or which had been originally penned in Greek. 
‘But why are Christians to be bound to the same? What do we 
know of their grounds or motives for rejecting such Books? 
‘How was the Synagogue qualified to decide that Esdras was 
‘inspired, but that the author of the Book of Wisdom was not? 
‘It is certain however that whatever authority, ‘or grounds the 
‘Synagogue possessed, must equally belong now to the Catholic 
‘Church of Christ. Therefore we believe the canonicity and 
‘inspiration of the sacred Books, not upon the authority or 
‘testimony of the Jews, but upon the word of the Apostles of 
‘Christ, conveyed to us by the tradition and declaration of his 
‘Holy Catholic Church. 
' Mr. Faber has two other arguments against the divine: inspira- 
‘tion of the Books of Macchabees, included in this ¢hird objection. 
One is, that the writer praises a deed of deliberate suicide. He 
alludes to the act of Razias, who when Nicanor the governor of 
Judea had sent soldiers to take him, not being able to escape by 
3 x 
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flight, “ struck himself with his sword. Choosing to die nobly, 
‘rather than to fall into the hands of the wicked;”’ but not 
having given himself a mortal wound, he “ manfully threw 
“ himself down” from the wall, and “as he had yet breath in 
“him, being inflamed in mind he arose: and while his blood 
“ran down with a great stream, and he was grievously wounded, 
“he ran through the crowd: and standing upon a steep rock, 
“‘ when he was now almost without blood, grasping his bowels, 
“ with both hands he cast them upon the throng, calling upon 
“the Lord of life and spirit, to restore these to him again: and 
“6 so he departed this life.”* Mr. Faber argues that the writer 
could not have been inspired, ‘since he encomiastically lauds 
this deed of deliberate suicide. But he ought first to have 
proved that the writer does laud it. The writer tells us that 
Razias chose to die nobly, and that he threw himself down from 
the wall manfully, but this is all; he merely relates what was the - 
opinion of Razias himself as to the glory or lawfulness of such a 
death. The writer relates it, as the sacred penmen are wont to 
do, without any comment, from which proof could be gathered of | 
the lawfulness or criminality of the action recorded. Razias- 
himself might have been excused from mortal sin by a mistaken 
persuasion that in such an extreme case it was both honourable 
and lawful to kill himself, and his final prayer full of hope seems 
to attest his own conviction of his innocence. But if he was not 
excusable, I see no reason at least for accusing the writer of | 
praising suicide. St. Augustin has most happily anticipated this 
very objection. ‘ We ought not,” he says, “ to approve by our” 
““ consent, every thing that we read of in the Scriptures, as done — 
‘even by men who are praised by the testimony of God, but 7 
“by consideration to distinguish—This Razias therefore is 
praised as a lover of the city, as aman of good report, since 
“he is called the Father of the Jews, and because he kept 
“ himself pure, in Judaism: but the Scripture has related this” 
** death of his which is more wonderful than prudent, in the a 
* in which it happened, but not praised it as a thing that oug 
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“to have been done.’* Evidently then Mr. Faber is not 
warranted in his assertion that the author praises the deed of 
Razias : and consequently no exception can be taken from that 
passage against the inspiration of the author. 

The other argument adduced has even less solidity. The 

writer, we are assured by Mr. Faber, could not have been really 
inspired, because he modestly. apologises for the composition of 
his Book, as having been executed only to the best of his ability. 
This he grounds upon the concluding words of the author: 
“1 will here make an end of my discourse. If, indeed, it has 
“been carried on handsomely and worthily of the subject; 
“this also is what I desired: but, if slenderly and meanly; I 
“ have at least done my best.”+ This is an apology certainly: 
but for what? Not for any error of facts or doctrines; but 
merely for the inelegance of his style ; andif Mr. Faber had only 
been candid enough to quote the very next words, this would 
have been manifest. Then however his own malicious charge 
would have stood self-refuted; therefore its suppression best 
suited his policy. Thus continues the sacred writer: “ For as it 
“is hurtful to drink always wine, or always water, but pleasant 
** to use sometimes the one, and sometimes the other: so if the 
*¢ speech be always nicely framed, it will not be grateful to the 
“ readers. But here it shall be ended.” If St. Paul admitted that 
he himself was rude in speech, yet not in knowledge,|| the author 
of the Book before us might be conscious of failing in elegance 
of language, which the Holy Spirit does not necessarily dictate, 
and yet be equally with St. Paul secured by divine inspiration 
against any error of facts or doctrines. I need only add that 
_ this argument is most dishonourable in Mr. Faber, because it is 
not merely unfounded, but. palpably uncandid and self-refuted. 
_ * Non itaque debemus quicquid in Scripturis, etiam Dei testimonio 
laudatos homines fecisse legerimus, consentiendo approbare, sed conside- 
- rando discernere. 
_ Laudatus est itaque iste Razias amator civitatis, ut valde bene audiens, id 
est, bone fame, quia pater Judzorum appellatus est, et quod continentiam 
tenuerit in Judaismo: istam vero ejus mortem mirabiliorem quam pru- 
dentiorem narravit quemadmodum facta esset, non tanquam facienda esset 
Scriptura laudavit.—S. Aue. Contra 2 Guudentii Epist. Lib. ii. Cap. 23. ° 


+ 2 Macchab. xv. 38, 39. { Verse 40. 
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Controvertists who descend to such mean artifices are not 
always sufficiently guarded even for their own purposes. Mr. 
Faber while busily arraying charges against the author of the 
Second Book of Macchabees, of praising suicide, and apologising 
for the imperfection of his work, ludicrously forgets that his own — 
Church “ doth read” this, among the other Books styled Apoc~ 
rypha, “for example of life and instruction of manners.”* This 
Church must surely admire the consistent zeal of her minister to 
prove that a Book so edifying commends self-murder ! : 
I have now answered every objection of Mr. Faber against our 
proof of Purgatory and Prayers for the Dead, taken from the 
Second Book of Macchabees. I have proved that the Book is 
justly received as inspired canonical Scripture ;—that the text 
on which our proof is grounded does not warrant the inference 
that persons who have died in mortal sin may go to Purgatory ;—_ 
and that its evidence is perfectly conclusive of the aoerinall 
though no mention is made of the name of Purgatory. Also 
that even. if the Book were not canonical, its testimony of the 
belief of the Jews on a point never contradicted or reproved by 
divine authority, must have its weight in establishing the exist- 
ence of Purgatory, and the lawfulness as well as utility of Prayers | 
for the Dead. zi 
The proofs from the New Testament come next to be estab- 
lished. The texts transcribed by Mr. Faber are the following: 
“ς Whosover shall speak a word against the Son of man it shall 
“ be forgiven him; but he that shall speak against the Holy 
“ Ghost, it shall ποῦ be forgiven him, neither ,in this world, nor 
* in the world to come.’’+ 4 
“ But I say unto you, that every idle word that man sh 
“ speak, they shall render an account for # in the day of judge 
© ment. “Ἢ 
“For the Son of man shall come in the glory of his Father 
“ with his angels: and then will he render to every man accordir 
“ to his works.” || . 4 
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““ Every man shall receive his own reward, according to his 
“‘ own labour.” * 

“ For other foundation no man can lay, but that which is fais 
“ which is Christ Jesus. Now if any man build upon this foun- 
““ dation, gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, stubble, every 
“ὁ man’s work shall be manifest: for the day of the Lord shall 
“ declare it, because it shall be revealed in fire: and the fire 
“ shall try every man’s work, of what sort itis. If any man’s 
*‘ work abide, which he hath built thereupon: he shall receive ἃ 
“reward. If any man’s works burn, he shall suffer loss: but he 
* himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire.’”’t 

“ Because Christ also died once for our sins, the just for the 
“unjust, that he might offer us to God, being put to death 
“ indeed in the flesh, but brought to life by the spirit. In which 
“ also he came and preached to those spirits that were in prison : 
“ which had been sometime incredulous, when they waited fon 
“ the patience of God in the days of Noe.” 

“There shall not enter into it any thing defiled, or that 
“ worketh abomination, or maketh a lye, but they that are 
** written in the book of life of the Lamb.” || 

Mr. Faber after citing all these texts, does not venture a 
comment upon any one of them. He pretends that a bare 
inspection of them must shew that they are made to support 
our doctrine by a quite gratuitous and arbitrary interpretation, 
the adoption of which is a mere begging of the question. Thus 
he dismisses them all as irrelevant and inconclusive, and even 
attempts to palm upon his readers for the second time, the 
insolent falsity that the Bishop of Strasbourg apparently felt 
that these passages were nothing to the purpose, and so totally 
omitted them, on which I shall have a word with Mr. Faber 
eu some observations on these several texts. 
᾿ς The reader has had occasion to observe, that when Mr. Faber 
| ? shuffled over a text with some pompous stricture on its 
utter irrelevancy, it has generally turned out to be one which 
pressed so strongly upon him, that he deemed flight more prudent 


*1 Cor. lil. 8. + Ibid. v. 11, 12, 13, 14, 16. 
11 St. Peter. 111-18, 19, 20. ἢ Apoc:2 wat 27. 
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than fight. The same may prove to be the case at present. It 
is weak and disreputable in him to pronounce ex cathedra that 
our interpretation is gratuitous and arbitrary. No one, he might 


be assured, would take his arrogant decision unaccompanied by ~ 


proof, Scripture must always be interpreted : if our explanation 
is merely gratuitous, it would have been easy, and far more 
satisfactory, to prove it so: but to toss off the question with a 


swaggering self-conceit is not a likely method to ensure respect — 


or confidence even from his own adherents; while to us it only 
betrays contemptible arrogance cloaking conscious weakness. 
Mr. Faber could not have been ignorant that the great and 
learned St. Augustin understood from the first of the above texts, 
that some sins were remitted in the next world, and that conse- 
quently there must be that middle state which is called Purgatory.* 
Now I ask, is it respectful or at all becoming in Mr. Faber to 
pronounce an interpretation entirely gratuitous and arbitrary, 
which so eminent an expositor has authorised? Dida comment 


of the great St. Augustin, followed by other illustrious Fathers, - 
such as St. Gregory the Great,} and St. Bernard,} as well as by — 
our own Venerable Bede,|| deserve no notice from the pedantic — 
expositor of Long Newton? Turning with disgust from such 


affectation, let us consider that our Saviour’s words expressly 
indicate that some sins may be forgiven in the next life; other-_ 
wise he must have spoken absurdly, which God forbid: for it 
might as well have been said that the sin should not be remitted — 
in heaven. On the meaning of this text I am anxious to place 
before Mr. Faber the following words of our own Fisher, Bishop — 


of Rochester, whom Mr. Faber himself styles “the eminently 
“learned” and worthy English Cardinal. Here are his words, 


and I beg the reader to note them, for a reason which will [ 
cppes: in the sequel. “ Since therefore according to the orthodow — 


a 


“ interpretation, where Christ affirms from the Gospel of Matthew — 
“ that there is a certain sin, which shall not be remitted either _ 
“in this world, or in the next, it may be gathered that there is 


* §. Ave. De Civit. Dei Lib. wai. Cap. 24. 4 


1 5. Gree, Maen. Dialog. Lib.iv. ἿἹ S. Bern. in Cantic. Hom. 66. 
| S. Ben. Hom. in Matt, iii. 
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a remission of some sins in the world to come, Which 
* remission, as it certainly requires such purgation (as is neither 
« made in hell, nor in heaven) undoubtedly implies the necessity 
* of purgatory.”* I trust that if St. Augustin and the other 
Holy Fathers are passed by, an interpretation by his own chosen 
authority, whom I willingly join him in commending as most 
worthy, will not be deemed any longer by Mr. Faber, quite 
arbitrary and gratuitous, 

_ From part of the same text, as well as from other places of the 
New Testament, we learn that every man shall assuredly be 
rewarded according to his works, and that we must give an 
account at God’s awful tribunal for every idle word. On these 
principles it is rightly argued that there must be a Purgatory; 
for a just God could never condemn a man to Hell for a small 
sin, nor could a soul with the least stain be immediately admitted 
to Heaven. Hence follows the necessity of some middle state 
of temporary detention and purgation, which state the Catholic 
Church has named Purgatory. ‘ Nor,” says the same eminently 
learned Cardinal Fisher, “ ought that to be understood of idle 
* words only, but also of all other smaller neglects, from which all 
*‘ souls must be purified before they can be received into celestial 
“ glory.”+ Yet an interpretation so well grounded and supported 
is swept away by Mr. Faber as arbitrary and gratuitous. 

- The next quotation from 1 Cor. iii, 11, 15, teaches us that 
some shall be saved, yet so as by fire. Though the Holy Fathers 
differ as to the meaning of various parts of this difficult text, it 
is still true that by far the greater number understand this fire to 
refer to the middle state which we call Purgatory, Even St. 
Cyprian alludes very evidently to this text in the following 
words: “It is one thing to receive immediately the reward of 


᾿ς ἃ Quoniam igitur secundum orthodoxorum interpretationem, ubi 
Christus affirmat ex Evangelio Matthei quoddam esse peccatum, quod nec 
in hoc seculo, nec in futuro remittetur, colligi potest aliquorum fieri 
-peccatorum in futuro sxculo remissionem. Que remissio certe quum 
_purgationem talem exigat (qualis nec in gehenna fit, nec in ccelo) purgatorii 
-Subinfert omnino necessitatem. JOAN, Toomer, Assert, Lutheran, Con- 
Sutat. Artic. xexvii. 

_ + Neque de verbis duntaxat otiosis id intelligi debet, verum etiam de 
eteris omnibus levioribus negligentiis, a quibus ante purgari singulas 
animas oportet. quam in ceelestem gloriam recipiantur. Ibid. Art. φωφυϊὶς 
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ἐς faith and virtue, another to be long tormented, cleansed and 
““ purified by fire.’* This passage will come under full discus- 
‘sion later, in its proper place; I only wish to note it here, as 
‘conveying a strong allusion to the words of St. Paul in the sense 
‘of a punishing and cleansing fire. But St. Ambrose speaks in 
words not to be mistaken, on this text: “If any man’s work 
᾿Ξ’ shall burn, he shall suffer loss, nevertheless he may be saved 
“through fire. Whence it is gathered that the same man 
‘is both saved in part, and condemned in part.”+ And again 
‘commenting on this very text: “ But when he says: yet so as by 
“Ὁ fire, he shews that he shall be saved, but that he shall suffer 
““ the pains of fire, that being purged by fire he shall be saved, 
‘“ and not like the perfidious be tormented in eternal fire for 
“νοῦ St. Jerom says: “ If the man whose work has burnt 
“and perished, and who suffered the loss of his labour, shall 
* lose indeed the reward of his labour, but shall himself be saved, 
“yet not without the probation of fire: therefore the man, 
“ whose work shall abide which he has built, shall be saved 
᾿ς without the probation of fire, and there will be some difference 
“ between salvation and salvation.”|| And on those words of the 
prophet Amos: You were as a firebrand pluckt out of the burning, 
the same illustrious expositor quotes the text of St. Paul, and 
adds: ‘ He therefore who is saved by fire, is pluckt like a fire- 
“‘ brand out of the burning.” Finally, the great St. Augustin’s 
words are well known in allusion to this passage: “ That thou 
“ mayest purify me in this life, and make me such as not to 
* S. Cvpr. Epist. lit. ad Antonian. . 
+ Sicu ἮΝ opus arserit, detrimentum patietur, potest tamen et ipse per 
ignem salvari. Unde colligitur quia idem homo et salvatur ex parte, ε 
condemnatur ex parte. S. AmBros. Serm. xa. in Ps. cxviii. 
1 Sed cum dicit: Sic tamen quasi per ignem, ostendit salvum ill 
quidem futurum, sed pcenas ignis passurum, ut per ignem purgatus fiat 


salvus, et non sicut perfidi eterno igne in perpetuum torqueatur. S. ΑΜΈΒΙ 
Comment. in 1 Cor. iti. 


|| Si is, cujus opus arsit, et periit, et damnum sustinuit laboris sui, perdet 
quidem laboris premium, ‘sed ἢ ipse salvabitur, non tamen absque probatio 
ignis: ergo is, cujus opus manserit, quod ‘supereedificavit, sine ignis pré 
- batione salvabitur, et inter salvationem et salvationem utique erit diversitas 
aliqua. S. Hieron. Adv. Jovin. b. 2. ¢. 13. y | 
Justa illud quod i in Apostolo legimus : Si cujus opus Php did ee da 
Qui ergo salvatur per ignem, quasi torris de incendio rapitur. S. Hi ERON, 
Com. in Amos, ¢. 4, ae 
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stand in need of the chastising fire on account of those who 
_ shall be saved, yet so as by fire .... And because it is said, 
ἐς he shall be saved, that fire is thought lightly of. Thus plainly 
«ὁ although saved by fire: yet that fire will be more severe, than 
“ὁ any thing that a man can suffer in this life.”* 

_ Here are the most venerable authorities for the interpretation 
of the Apostle’s words in the sense of a purgatorial fire ; and to 
their hands the text may safely be committed. Mr. Faber does 
not advance a single argument against our interpretation, but 
with ridiculous self-sufficiency condemns the sense in which the 
wise and holy Fathers understood the Apostle, as “ quite 
“ὁ sratuitous and arbitrary.” The candid reader will soon decide 
which commentators best deserve his confidence. I must add 
that Cardinal Fisher after copiously citing Origen and St. Augus- 
tin in proof of the true meaning of this very text of the Apostle, 
thus concludes upon St. Augustin: “ And he asserts that we 
“ὁ shall remain so long in that fire, until the above-mentioned 
* sins, like wood, hay and stubble, are consumed, and he affirms 
** that that fire will be more severe, than any torments that can 
“ be seen, felt or conceived in this world.” This is evidence of 
his own opinion, as well as of that of St. Augustin. 

There are two remaining texts from the New Testament. 
One from 1 St. Peter iii. 18, 19, 20, where he speaks of spirits 
in prison, to whom our Saviour went to preach after his death, 
but before his resurrection. This text is useful in support of 
the existence of Purgatory, as it clearly establishes an interme- 
diate state, in which the souls of those who had been incredulous 
in the time of Noe appear to have been detained in suffering, 
inasmuch as they were in prison, and Christ preached to them. 
St. Augustin seems to have so understood it, when he says: “ It 


_* Ut in hac vita purges me, et talem me reddas cui jam emendatorio igne 
1 Opus sit propter illos qui salvi erunt sic tamen quasi per ignem.... Et 
ia dicitur, salvus erit, contemnitur 1116 ignis. Ita plane quamvis salvi per 
am, gravior tamen erit ille ignis, quam quicquid potest homo pati in hac 

au. δ΄. Aue. Enarrat. in Ps. xeevii. 

4 Asseritque tamdiu nos in illo igne moras habituros, quoad supradicta 
pecc tamquam ligna, foenum, et stipula consumantur, durioremque 
f illum ignem affirmat, quam quicquid in hoc seculo penarum, aut 
aa, , aut sentiri, aut cogitari potest—JoAn. Rorrens. Assert. Luther. 
: tat. Art, xvavii. 
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“is not an unfounded belief that the soul of Christ came to those 
‘* places, in which sinners are tormented, that he might release 
ἐς those from torments, whom his justice, hidden from us, judged 
“ὁ should be released.”* The text by itself may not be conclusive, 
but it must be allowed some weight in connexion with the 
others ; and certainly that sense in which the venerable St. 
Augustin understood it, deserved more respect from Mr. Faber 
than to be designated “ arbitrary and gratuitous.” 


ἀι 


Lastly, we have to consider a passage in Apocalypse xxi. 27, 
where St. John expressly excludes from heaven every defilement. 
The following comment of the learned and venerable Fisher so 
clearly shews the application of this text to the belief of a 
Purgatory, that I content myself with citing his testimony, useful 
as it is on more than one account. “ Nor is it credible, that ν 
“those who were not cast into hell, passed immediately into 
“heaven. Wherefore in the mean time for venial pleasures, in 
“‘ which they indulged more than they ought in this life, it is 
* necessary that they should undergo some sufferings, by which 
“they may be purified and expiated, and may be render 
“ς worthy of that celestial city, into which, as is delivered in the 
“‘ Apocalypse, nothing defiled shall enter. See now whether 
“ these scriptural texts do not most openly testify that there 
“must be a Purgatory, that is, some place appointed for the 
“ expiation of souls. For since there are many who have neither 
“ passed out of this world so pure, as to be at once received into 
“ς heaven, nor so impure, as to deserve to be delivered over to the 
“flames of hell, nor in fine are extinct with their bodies, it 
“ follows, that they suffer in the meanwhile those preparations, 
“ by which they are rendered fit, to be sometime gifted with the 
“ heavenly city.”’+ I may now justly repeat the challenge of 


* Et Christi quidem animam venisse usque ad ea loca, in quibus pecca- 
tores cruciantur, ut eos solveret a tormentis, quos esse solvendos occulta 
nobis sua justitia judicabat, non immerito creditur.—S. Aue. De Genesi ad 
lit. Lib. aii. Cap. 33. ὴΝ ; πὴ μ᾿ 

+ Nec est credibile, quod ii omnes, qui non fuerint in gehennam conjecti, 

uod e vestigio migraverint in coelum. Quamobrem et interea pro volupta- 
tibus venialibus, quibus in hac vita plusculum quam par fuit, indulserunt, 
molestias aliquas oportet subeant, quibus emaculentur et expientur, digniqu 
reddantur illa ccelesti civitate, in quam, ut in Apocalypsi traditur, nihil 
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this worthy English Cardinal: “See now whether these scrip- 
“tural texts do not most openly testify that there must be a 
“ Purgatory:” see whether Mr. Faber acted honourably or 
judiciously in passing by every one of these passages, upon the 
poor pretence that they are made subservient to our purpose 
“ only by a quite gratuitous and arbitrary interpretation.” 

_ But the iniquity of this controvertist is not yet fully revealed. 
Not satisfied with his own verdict, he would even make it appear 
that Catholic authors equally undervalue these scriptural evi- 
dences. The Bishop of Strasbourg, he tells us, “ much to his 
“credit, totally omits them, with the honest remark, that, as 
“ Christ has not thought fit to communicate any revelation on 
“the subject, we can only form conjectures more or less pro- 
“able.” He then observes that the Bishop quotes only the 
passage from the Macchabees, and labours to supply his want of 
testimony, by abstract reasoning on the necessity of some place 
of suffering in the next life, where those must satisfy, who die 
before they have made full satisfaction for their sins in this life. 
He then draws up with wonted pomposity his own conceited 
conclusion : that “ a Protestant, whose views of the exclusively 
“atoning efficacy of the death of Christ are somewhat more 
* scripturally correct than those of Dr. Trevern, will at one blow 

“demolish his airy fabric by a flat denial of the premises.” I 
‘shall not stop to shew that what Mr. Faber styles “ abstract 
“reasoning” is a true, clear, logical deduction from scriptural 
premises ; nor shall I stoop to repeat what has been invincibly 
proved in the last Chapter, that a Catholic’s view of the exelu- 
sively atoning efficacy of the death of Christ, though perpetually 
| misrepresented, is as fully scriptural and correct as that of any 
Protestant ; but my present'business will be to shew, that Mr. 
Faber has here charged the Bishop deliberately with what he well 


at 
i intabi coinquinatum. Vide nunc num ista Scripture non apertissimam 
‘fidem faciant, oportere purgatorium esse, hoc est, locum quemdam ad 
1 expiationem animarum deputatum. Nam quum multe sint, que nec ab hoc 

eculo usque adeo pure migrarunt, ut in celum protinus recipiantur, nec 
| tam impure, ut mereantur ignibus gehenne tradi, nec demum una cum 
‘ corporibus extinctz sint : consequens est, ut suas interea preparationes 
| patiantur, quibus idonez fiant, ut cclesti civitate donentur aliquando.— 
JOAN. Rorrens. Assert. Luther. Confutat. Art. vxxxvii. 
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knew to be utterly false. ‘The Bishop never said what Mr. Faber 
imputes to him, and Mr. Faber knew that he had never said it. 
That the Bishop never said it, is plain from the passage which 
Mr. Faber bravely adduces from his Discussion Amicale, and 
which would run in English thus: “ There must remain for the 
“most part much for us to expiate in the other world. But 
“where? In what place and manner? If it had been necessary 
“for us to be informed on these questions, doubtless Jesus 
“ Christ would have revealed to us such knowledge. He 
“has not done it. We can therefore only form conjectures 
“more or less probable.’* Who does not see that the 
Bishop is only speaking here of the locality and other 
circumstances of Purgatory, and not of its actual existence ? 
He had previously proved that there must be a Purgatory, where 
souls are detained. But he acknowledges that where it is 
situated, and in what manner souls are therein purified, are 
circumstances which have not been revealed to us. This is 
precisely conformable to the decisions of the Catholic Church, 
which requires our belief in the existence of the place of detention 
called Purgatory, but leave all other questions concerning it 
undecided. Evidently then, Mr. Faber has here made a charge 
against the Bishop utterly false; for he has accused him of 
denying any revelation of the existence of Purgatory, when the 
prelate merely denied any revelation of its locality or other 
circumstances. ou 

But Mr. Faber has done this with obstinate deliberation. | 
made the charge in his first edition: the Bishop protested 
against it as altogether unfounded.t A man who valued honesty 
would have apologised for a false charge, made perhaps somewhat 
hastily.. But not so our opponent: he has repeated it in the 
second edition before us, and even cited, to his own confusion, 
the very words of Dr. Trevern, which he so unscrupulously 
perverts. The repetition of a charge flatly denied and disowned 
by the prelate to whom it was imputed, exhibits Mr. Faber in : 
light which few would have credited, and none assuredly wi ] 


* Discussion Amicale, Lett. XII. Vol 2. 4 
+ Dr. Trevern’s Answer to Diff. of Rom. p. 391. me 
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envy. But it was convenient to impose this upon the Bishop ; 
for by such an artifice, Mr. Faber escaped the troublesome task 
of combating the strong evidence of the several texts produced 
from the New Testament. This conclusion on Mr. Faber’s 
disgraceful policy really seems the only way of accounting for an 
obstinate reproduction of a charge self-refuted and authoritatively 
contradicted. For observe his self congratulation: “ With such 
“ an acknowledgment before us, we may well claim to he spared 
“ the trouble of a formal discussion of passages which are nothing 
“ to the purpose.” The texts from the New Testament he is 
glad to set aside “as confessedly irrelevant and inconclusive :” 
but the reader has seen that they deserve serious consideration, 
and furnish valuable evidence. I may therefore proceed to the 
testimonies from the early Fathers. The first evidence disputed 
by Mr. Faber is that of Tertullian, in the second century. It 
consists of three passages. 

_ “We annually make oblations forthe dead, for their nativities.’’* 

* Let her pray for his soul: and let her, meanwhile, beg for 
“him refreshment and a participation in the first resurrection : 
* and let her offer on the anniversaries of his dormition.”’ + 

“ And now repeat with God, for whose spirit you pray, for 
“ whom you make annual oblations.”’} 

Mr. Faber is compelled to admit, as a “ perfectly well estab- 
lished fact,” that Tertullian recommended prayers for the 
benefit of the dead ; but he complains of our inference, that 
Tertullian held a Purgatory. He would have us believe that 
the early Christians prayed for the dead on a principle totally 
different ; that they might be partakers of the first. resurrec- 
tion, instead of waiting for the last. Hence, he concludes, that 
their praying for the dead affords no proof of a primitive belief 
in Purgatory. The words of Tertullian, on which Mr. Faber 
mainly rests his idea, are these : “To sum, up: since we under- 
“stand that prison, which the Gospel demonstrates, to be the 
“ lower regions ; (inferos) and the last farthing we interpret as 
“some small fault to be there expiated by a delay of resur- 


* Tert. De Corona, ὃ 3. + Ibid. De Monogam, ὃ. 10. 
1 Ibid. Evhort. ad Cast. 
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“ rection: no one will doubt that the soul pays something 
“ below, without a plenitude of resurrection, by the flesh also.”* 
But these words are most unluckily chosen by Mr. Faber ; for 
they are far more in our favour than his. Tertullian there 
teaches that the soul is detained in a prison, to pay the last 
farthing. ‘That he understood the soul so detained to be ina 
state of suffering, is further evident from what he had stated 
only a few lines above: “the soul both knows how to suffer and 
“¢ rejoice in the lower regions, separated from the flesh.”+ This 
is all that we require for proof of a primitive belief in the precise 
doctrine of the Catholic Church that there is a Purgatory, and 
that souls are therein detained. But these words establish no 
“ principle totally different,” respecting the object of prayer for 
these souls.t Mr. Faber struggles to escape from Tertullian’s 
expression of begging for the dead refreshment : it means, he 
says, nothing more than that a soul might rest in that separate 
abode, which Tertullian supposes our Lord to distinguish by the 
appellation of Abraham’s bosom. But this is only a disgraceful 
quibble. For we have seen that Tertullian believed that a 
departed. soul might be detained in prison, and in a state of 
suffering ; when therefore he recommends prayers to procure 
for such a soul refreshment and rest, the most perverse inge- 
nuity, even that of Mr. Faber, never can explain away this 
broad evidence that Tertullian believed in some place of deten-— 
tion and suffering, from which by the prayers of the faithful, they 
might be transferred to a place of refreshment and rest. Now 
whatever that first place might be, and whatever might be the’ 
nature of the sufferings there undergone, that place we call’ 
Purgatory. I am quite aware that Tertullian spoke doubtfully 
as to the locality of the second place to which the souls might 
be transferred to enjoy this rest; “if it be not heavenly,” said 
he, “it is however more exalted than hell.”|| But even if 


* Terr. De Anima. Ad finem. 4 

+ Novit et apud inferos anima et dolere et gaudere sine carne.—TERTULL. - 
De Anima, Cap. 58. 4 
k Refer to previous observations, Chapter IV. Section I. p. 286. 5 

|| Sinon ceelestem, sublimiorem tamen inferis. Terr. Adv. Marcion. Lid. - 
iv, §.51. ἣ 


ι- 


SECTION I. PURGATORY. 559 


Tertullian supposed that there were only two mansions for souls 
before the day of judgment, calling the one Abraham’s bosom, 
and the other Hell or Jnferi; still the fact for which we contend 
remains unshaken ; he believed that souls detained in suffering 
could through the prayers of the living obtain rest; therefore 
he held all that is essentially to be believed in the doctrine of 
Purgatory. We leave his speculations about the locality, with 
which Faith has no concern: his evidence establishes the 
existence of a state of detention, from which souls may be 
released through the intercession of the faithful; and this is 
sufficient. 
_ Mr. Faber thinks the Old Clementine Liturgy “specially 
valuable, as throwing a strong and distinct light upon the 
“ notions, which were prevalent in the third century. Supplication 
“ is made in it, that God would pardon the sins of thé individual 
“ deceased, and that he would place him in the blessed rest of 
“ Abraham’s bosom, whence sorrow and pain and lamentation 
“ flee away. As for any deliverance from Purgatory, not a word 
“ is said, not a hint is given, respecting it... On the contrary the 
“language employed even expressly disavows the existence of 
“ any such scripturally unrecognised mansion.” He objects that 
this prayer is professedly made for the brethren who rest in Christ, 
which rest is irreconcilable with “a suffering abode in Purgatory, 
“the pains of which, in the judgment of the most approved 
* Latin doctors, though but temporary in duration, equal those of 
“ Hell in point of intensity,” which, as Mr. Faber with profane 
pleasantry, adds, “ were but.a sorry rest in Christ for our departed 
“ brethren.” Is Mr. Faber then ignorant of the meaning always 
attached to this expression by the Church of God from the 
earliest times? Does he not know that ¢o fall asleep in the Lord 
is the scriptural expression for the death of the just, that the 
word cemetery means literally a dormitory, or place where the 
departed rest, or sleep as it were for a time, awaiting a future 
resurrection? The Church used the same words for all her 
brethren departed in the peace of Christ, and in the communion 
of the Church, signifying that although they might be for a time 
detained in suffering, they were sure of eternal rest when fully 
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purified for Heaven. Finally, does not Mr. Faber really know, 
that to this day, notwithstanding our firm belief of Purgatory, 
we Catholics use, in the Commemoration of the Dead in the — 
Mass, the very same words: who are gone before us with the sign 
of faith, and repose in the sleep of peace ? Since therefore the — 
Church has never altered her language, Mr. Faber may be — 
equally assured that she has never changed her faith; and the — 
words of the Clementine Liturgy are as easily reconciled as those — 
of our present Liturgy, with the essential doctrine of Purgatory. — 

But Mr. Faber actually establishes with one hard, while he — 
labours to pull down with the other. For he quotes those — 
decisive words of the Clementine Liturgy: that God would 
pardon the sins of the deceased, and place him im blessed rest. 
This manifestly supposes that the soul may be in some place, — 
where pardon may yet be granted for sins still adhering, and may — 
be removed thence to a state of rest and happiness. What more 
is wanted for a belief in Purgatory? Mr. Faber may in reply 
bring another objection from the same Liturgy: “ In thy hand — 
“ are the spirits of the just, whom torment shall in no wise touch.” — 


᾿ 
But this is only a quotation from the first verse of the 3rd _ 
Chapter of the Book of Wisdom, and refers evidently to the — 
everlasting torments of Hell, which shall in no wise touch — 


the just. This'cannot affect the belief implied in this Liturgy, © 


faithful, where the angels might be made benevolent to him, an ἡ 
place him in the land of peace, even of those who in it behold the 
glory of Christ. The language is clearly and strongly expressive 
of a belief in the state which we denominate Purgatory. ᾿ 

Next comes the evidence of St. Cyprian, in the third century. 
The first passage transcribed refers to the prohibition of St. 
Cyprian for any sacrifice to be celebrated for the dormition or 


decease of one Victor, who had died in the open breach of a 
serious point of Church discipline, or for him to be named in 


on 


any prayer by the priests. The reader will remember that this — 
passage has been already discussed, and therefore need not be — 
repeated, especially as Mr. Faber says nothing more upon it - 

* See above, Chapter IV. Section I. page 200, aly : 
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I need only observe that having shewn in the place referred to, 
that Mr. Faber had totally misrepresented the nature of the 
primitive oblations and prayers for the dead, from falsely inter- 


 preting certain passages of St. Justin and Tertullian; and the 
- evidence of other Fathers, especially of St. Cyril of Jerusalem, 


being so plainly conclusive as to suffrages in the primitive Church 


_ for the relief of the souls departed ;—I am fully warranted in 
- concluding, that this prohibition was intended by St. Cyprian, 


not merely for the purpose of fixing a marked censure on the 


- conduct of Victor, but on the principle that such prayers and 


sacrifices would be wholiy useless to a soul which the holy 
Bishop had reason to fear was already condemned to that 


_ dreadful place, out of which there is no redemption.—I pass then 
to the second quotation from St. Cyprian. 


- © Tt is one thing, to stand a petitioner for pardon; another, to 
“ come to glory: it is one thing to be thrown into prison and. 
“ not to come out from it until the last farthing be paid ; another, 
“ immediately to receive the reward of faith and virtue ; it is one 
“ thing, to be cleansed for sins through the πως of long 


_ “pain and to be long purged in fire; another, to have purged 


* all sins through suffering : finally, it is one thing, to depend in 
“ the day of judgment upon the sentence of the Lord; another, 


_ to be crowned by the Lord immediately.”* 


_ Mr. Faber knows not how to excuse Dr. Trevern and the 
compilers of the Faith of Catholics on certain points of Contro- 


 versy, from “absolute dishonesty” for quoting this passage, 
_ “save by the imputation of somewhat disgraceful ignorance.” 1 
- ean soon help him in the case of Dr. Trevern, for his Lordship 
never adduced the passage at all. So much for Mr. Faber’s 
_ “absolute dishonesty,” which I fear admits of no excuse. It is 
true that the other learned compilers have cited the passage as 


evidence of St. Cyprian’s belief in Purgatory. To this Mr. 


_ Faber objects, on the ground that the context proves St. Cyprian 


to have simply alluded to the allegorical fire of canonical penance, 
Which he supports by the comment of Rigault, whom he calls 


᾿ 8. CyprIAN. Fpist. 52, " Antonianum. 
92 
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their “honest fellow-religionist.” He argues that the above 
compilers were either ignorant of the comment of Rigault, and 
therefore incompetent to their task, or acquainted therewith, and 
consequently guilty of disgraceful deception by the bold adduc- 
tion of a passage, which they knew to be perfectly irrelevant. 

On this I have to observe, that the passage is of doubtful 
meaning. By the context it may appear that St. Cyprian alludes, 
under the names of the prison and fire, to the canonical course 
of penance by which the lapsed were detained, while the 
martyrs at once arrived at glory. But there is considerable 
ground. for supposing that the Holy Father by using such 
pointedly strong expressions, alluded also to the state of the 
lapsed after this life, detained in prison and tormented in fire, 
for not having completed their course of penance before their 
departure. And this seems the more probable, from his. 
expression of their waiting and depending with uncertainty for 
the judgment of the Lord. Thus learned and acute commen- 
tators have understood the passage to allude to expiatory 
suffering in the next life, by those whose penance had been 
imperfect in this. De Pamele is of opinon that St. Cyprian here 
distinguishes the state of the lapsed departing with imperfect. 
penance, from the state of the martyrs, who immediately 
received their crown, without having to wait for the judgment of 
the Lord in trembling uncertainty. He mentions that the same 
was the opinion of the renowned Aiala, Bishop of Guadix, and 
afterwards of Valencia, who wrote the valuable Treatise On 
Apostolical Traditions. Bellarmin quotes the passage with the 
same view, in illustration of the texts to which it refers. The 
passage is not decisive certainly, but when learned and eminent 
commentators have considered it fairly susceptible of a certain. 
sense, why, I ask, must the respectable compilers of the Faith 
of Catholics on certain points of Controversy, be of necessity 
either ignorant or dishonest for quoting it in evidence ἡ 
Purgatory? Why is it to be insinuated that they did not know 
the comment of Rigault? Ihave no doubt that they knew 
it long before Mr. Faber did; but why were they bound to defer 
to the opinion of that particular commentator? It may be 
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answered, because he was of their own communion, a Catholic. 
Mr. Faber ought to know that the orthodoxy of Rigaltius is too 
much suspected to bear much value; that a Protestant bishop, 
Dr. Fell, considered Rigault to be a concealed Calvinist; and 
that the opinions of a commentator who, in his notes on 
Tertullian and St. Cyprian, contends for laymen having power 
to consecrate the blessed Eucharist in cases of necessity, are not 
particularly deserving of deference from either of us. 

The conclusion which I would establish is this: that Mr. 
Faber has charged Dr. Trevern with adducing this passage, 
which charge is totally untrue ; that though the passage is not 
so clear as to afford indisputable evidence, yet it is fairly and 
legitimately understood in our sense; and consequently, that 
the compilers were fully justified in quoting it, especially as they 
rested upon the similar interpretation of learned and judicious 
commentators. 

The remaining witness is Origen, in the third century. 

It must now be considered what awaits us hereafter : 
“ whether, if we depart this life, having sins but having likewise 
“ virtues, we shall be saved indeed on account of our virtues, 
* and shall be absolved of our sins knowingly committed ; or 
“ whether we shall be punished on account of our sins, and shall 
* receive no reward on account of our virtues. But neither of 
“these will be the fact: for I say that we shall receive the 
_“ reward of our good deeds, but shall receive no reward for our 
“ evil deeds ; inasmuch as it is just, that God should purify him 
“ who is willing, and should cut out that which is evil. Let us 
“suppose, that, after Christ, the foundation in whom you have 
“been instructed, you have built no permanent gold and silver 
*‘ and precious stone : let us suppose, that you have gold either 
“much or little: let us suppose, that you have silver and 
“ precious stone. But I speak not of these alone: for let us 
_“ suppose, that you have also wood and hay and stubble ; what 
“ do you expect will happen to you after your departure? Do 
* you expect, that you will enter into the holy places, with your 
“ wood and your hay and your stubble, to pollute the kingdom 
“of God? Or, on the other hand, do you expect, that, on 

9522 
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“ account of the hay and the wood and the stubble, you will 
“ remain in the fire, and derive no good from the gold and the. 
“ silver and the precious stone? Neither were this equitable. 
“ What, then, does it follow, that you shall first receive. on. 
“account of the wood? It is manifest, that the fire will con- 
“sume the wood and the hay and the stubble: for, in his 
“ essence, God is said, by the intelligent, to be a consuming fire. 
“ Yet the prophet, when he says, our God is a consuming fire, 
“ specifies not what it consumes: but, in using that language, 
“he has left us to infer from it that there is a something which 
“is consumed. What, then, is that consumed something ὃ 
“Truly, he consumes not that which is according to his image 
“and likeness, but the hay and the wood and the stubble, 
“which have been built upon it——For first the deeds of 
“ unrighteousness, and then the deeds of righteousness, are 
“ἐ recompensed.’’* a 

Mr. Faber objects, that in adducing this evidence from Origen, 
“ our two zealous Roman divines have sedulously avoided putting 
“their readers in possession of the real merits of the case.” 
Thus he advances another false charge against the Bishop of 
Strasbourg, who has never even alluded to the passage. All 
that the reader will find in the Amicable Discussion, is a mere’ 
reference to another passage of Origen, which we shall soon 
consider. The compilers of the Faith of Catholics on certai e 
points of Controversy have quoted the passage: and Mr. Faber’s” 
charge against them is, that they have suppressed without th Ἢ 
slightest notice, without even a dash, what he considers an im- 
portant admission of Origen, that the text of St. Paul from which 
he argues is very difficult to be explained. Whether Mr. Faber has 
made this charge ignorantly or maliciously I shall leave 
reader to judge, after assuring him that the words omitted have 
no reference whatever to the text of St. Paul, but evidently 
apply to the difficult passage of the prophet, on which Origen 1 
commenting. The accusations will not add to Mr. Faber’s credit 
for candour and love of truth. With the Homily open befo a 
him, and with boastful accuracy in transcribing the Greek, as 

| * OriGENn. in Jerem. Hom. xvi. 
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well as furnishing an accurate translation, he mis-represents the 
plain meaning of these omitted words, and accuses our authors 
of suppression of important evidence. To establish this beyond 
dispute, I need only inform the reader that Origen’s Comment is 
upon the following passage of the prophet. Jeremias: “ And I 
“will repay first their double iniquities, and their sins:’* He 
complains that some interpreters have omitted the word /irst, 
but contends that it ought to remain, from the necessity of 
sinners being first punished, though for their subsequent good 
deeds they may afterwards become worthy of bliss. He then 
‘proceeds, in the words already quoted, to illustrate by the text of 
‘St. Paul, the necessity of every smaller stain of sin being cleansed. 
away by the purifying fire of the divine justice. We now come 
‘to the words, for the omission of which Mr. Faber is so indignant. 
The mere transcription of the first five is all that my opponent 
ventures upon. Had he given the remainder, his false accusation 
would have been manifest; therefore he himself found it most 
politic to suppress important evidence. Origen says: “The place 
“ was very difficult to explain: there were promises, and after 
“ these promises he says: And I will repay first their injustices. 
“ The word first is of necessity appended: for first we receive 
_ retribution for our injustices, and afterwards for our justices.” Ὁ 
_ The allusion of Origen to the words of the prophet, and not to 
the text of St. Paul is so palpable, and the charge of Mr. Faber 
so grossly unfounded, that not a word more can be necessary. 
_ Yet I cannot help asking what can be that man’s pretensions to 
honour and equity, who takes means so base and degrading to 
_ promote his insidious purposes ? 

_ That Origen had no difficulty in interpreting the alleged text 
_ of St. Paul, in proof of a state of detention and purgation after 
this life, is clear from numerous other passages in his writings. 
_ These would not have been of such frequent recurrence, if the 
ὌΝ ak * JEREM. xvi.—18. 

— * τόπος tiv δυσδιήγητος σφόδρα" ἐσαγ[ελίαι ἧσαν, καὶ pele Tas 
᾿ ἐπαγελίας λέγει" καὶ ἀνταποδώσω πρωτον διπλὰς Tas denies 
 δύτων" ἀναγκαίως πρόσκεῆαι τὸ πρῶτον" πρῶτον γὰρ τὰ Tis ἀδικίας, 
tila τὰ τὴς δικαιοσύνης droMdoras,—OrIGENts in Jerem. Homil. avi. 
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learned expositor had not been perfectly satisfied of the truth of 

his.own interpretation. Let the following instances be well 

considered. “ It is therefore diligently required, when we depart: 

*‘ hence, what each one of us carries out with him, and according 

“ to those things which he shall carry, according as his labour is” 

“ proved by inspecting his spoils, the merit also of a mansion 

“ shall be assigned to him. Yet all these things are proved, 

“ some by fire, some by water : (alluding to Numbers xxxi.—23) 
“ for the fire shall prove every man’s work, of what sort it 8. Ἐ 

This passage is cited in proof of Purgatory, by our venerable 

Cardinal Fisher, with these observations, which I pray the 

reader to mark especially. “ But that souls which have gone 

“ out of the warfare of this life, are to be purified by fire and 

“‘ water, before they enter heaven, is testified by Origen......— 

“ Therefore Origen is convinced of a Purgatory, through which 

“he considers that all will pass, who are to depart out of this 

* life.”+ ; 
Origen in another place, on those words of Jeremias: every 
bottle shall he filled with wine,{ distinguishes as to punishment, 

those who die in grievous sin, from those whose works have been” 
imperfect: “ Dost thou see that the cup of punishments (which 
“‘ we have explained above), is full of strong wine? There is 
“also another cup, which is mixed and delivered to each one 
‘‘ for a retribution for good or bad actions. For understand me, — 
“ that those who entirely forsake piety, and take no care of 
“‘ themselves, but live by chance, drink the strong wine, on which 
“ we have produced those words from the book of Jeremias : but 


By 


“that those who have not entirely gone away, but though they 


* Requiritur ergo diligenter cum abierimus illuc, quid unusquisquée- 
nostrum deferat, et secundum ea que detulerit, secundum quod labor ejus © 
pro contemplatione exuviarum probatur, etiam mansionis ei meritum depu- 
tabitur. Probantur tamen omnia hec, que per ignem, que per aquam: 
Uniuscujusque enim opus quale sit, ignis probabit.—Oricen. in Numeros 
Homil. vav. vn 

+ Ceterum quod per ignem et aquam purgande sint anime, quee de prelio’ 
vite hujus exierint, priusquam celum ingrediantur, testatur Origines...... 
Ergo a ee ik Origeni probatur, per quod et omnes transituros 
opinatur, gu sunt ex hoc seculo migraturi.—Carp. Fisner—Assert. 
Lutheran, Confut. Art. veevii. Ὧν 

{ Jerem. xiii.—12., 
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“ are sinners, are both judged worthy of the cup of the New 
ἐς Testament, and do often good works, and often those which 
“ are contrary, drink a cup of wine mixed .... When therefore 
“thou shalt begin to be tormented for sins, because thou hast 
“ also done good works, the cup in the hand of the Lord is of 
“ strong wine full of mixture: and he hath poured it out from 
“ this to that, from that in his left hand, to that in his right. For 
* neither canst thou drink the cup of the good only, as if thou 
“hadst done only good works; nor canst thou drink only the 
“cup of sinners, because thou hast also done some good works. 
ἐς Therefore he hath poured it out from this to that ; in proportion 
“to thy works is mixed for thee wrath and punishment, so that 
it may be to thee either watery, or stronger and more filled 
“up.’* Here is striking evidence of Origen’s belief in two very 
different degrees of punishment after death according to each 
one’s respective merits. . 

But the distinction between temporary and eternal punishment 
after death is yet more strongly marked by the following words 
of the same author: “ If we shall have owed a great sum of 
** money, like to him who is recorded to have owed ten thousand 


* Ὁρᾷς Tas κολάσεις ποτήριον oie εἐἰκρώτε ; καὶ ἀλλο εἶδος κολάσεως 
ποτήριον κεκερασμένον, woe ἑκάςῳ κιρνῶσθαι κατο τὴν ἀξίαν THs χρηςῆς 
πράξεως ἀναμεμιγμένης μοχθηρᾷ wpake: & πίεται. Noes δὲ μοι Tes 
μὲν πάντη ἀλλοτρίους τὴς SeoreCeras, καὶ μηδαμῶς προσξχονῇ]ας 
αὐτοῖς, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς ἔτυχε ζῶντας, πίνοντας τον ἄκρατον οἶνον, περὶ & 
παρεϑέμεθα τὼ ἐπὸ τὸ ἰερεμίε. Τὲς δὲ μὴ πάντη ἀποςάντας; καὶ 
᾿ἁμαρτωλὲς, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνὠξίους τῇ ποτηρία τῆς καινὴς διαθήχης ποιᾶντας ὅτε 
μὲν χρηςοτέρας, ὅτε δὲ ἐναντίας» οἶνον πινγοντάς ὠκράτε κερασματος" 

weecveceee Ὅταν ἂν wears κολάσεσθαι Na τὼ ἁμαρτήματα, ἐπεὶ 
καὶ χρηςύτερώ oot ἔργα, γέγενηται; ποτήριον ἔν χειρί Κυρίε éciy οἵνε 
᾿ ἀκρώτε πλῆρες χκερώσματος. καὶ ἔκλινεν ἐκ Tere εἰς τῶτο; ἐκ τὸ ἐν TH 
apisepd, εἰς τὸ ἔν τῇ δεξιᾷ" “OuTe yep μόνον Suvacat πιὲν τὸ τῶν 
ἀγαθῶν ποτήριον, ὡς ἄ μόνον ὠγαθὲ ἔργα πεποιηκώς ὅτε δύνασαι 
Tie μόνον τὸ τῶν ἁμαρτημάτων ποτήριον, χρης εἰ yap σοι πέπρακταὶ 
σιγά. Δία τῶτο ἔκλινεν &x τότε Gis τῦτο. Κατα τὴν ἀναλογίῶν τῶν 
ἔργων σὲ κιρνᾶταί σοι ὃ θυμὸς, καί ἡ κόλασις, ἵνα ἤτοι ὑδαρέςερον τὸ 
; Kg κολάσεως καὶ σοι, ἢ δριμύτερον καὶ ἐπιπινώτερον.---ΟκτακΝ--ίη Jerem. 

om. xii. 
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“ὁ talents, how long a time we shall be shut up in prison, I 
““ cannot distinctly say: for if. he who owes little, does not go 
“out unless he pays to the smallest farthing, undoubtedly to 
“ him who is answerable for so great a debt, infinite ages will be 
“ numbered for payment.”* οὐ 

I need not transcribe the passage from Origen’s Homily xiv. 
on Leviticus, already quoted in the Faith of Catholics on certain 
points of Controversy, which furnishes additional evidence that 
he held a Purgatorial state of probation. I will only beg the 
reader to note the expression alluding to St. Paul’s text about 
wood, hay, and stubble, where Origen says: “ there are some 
“sins so light, as to be coktipncan to stubble, in which, when - 
‘is set, it cannot dwell long.” 

But another passage equally cited in the above-mentionec 
work, deserves to be particularly noted. Origen compares 
grievous sinners to lead, which sinks down at once into the deep 
waters. And then alluding plainly to the words of St. Paul, he 
says : “ Therefore he that is saved, is saved by fire in such manner 
“ that whatever he may chance to have mixed up in him of th 
“ nature of lead, that the fire may melt away and separate, that 
“all may become good gold:.... Therefore all must come to 
“ the fire, all must come to the furnace .... Whoever shall have 
“brought many good works and little iniquity, that little 1 
“separated and purified in the fire like lead, and all remains 
** pure gold.” Cardinal Fisher also cites this passage, and 
cludes thus: “ From whose words it is most manifest, that he 
“ὁ interprets this passage of Paul of a purgatorial fire.’’t # 
It must now be abundantly evident that Origen had no hesita: 


* Quod si magnam pecuniam p Rode ny sicut ille, qui scribitur dece | 
millia talenta debuisse, quanto tempore claudamur in carcere, non posst 
manifeste pronuntiare: si enim qui parum debet non egreditur nisi exsolvat 
minutum quadrantem, utique qui tanto debito fuerit obnoxius, infinita ei ad 
reddendum szcula numerabuntur.—Oric. Hom. 35 in Lucam. BY 

+ Idcirco igitur qui salvus fit, per ignem salvus fit, ut si quid forte de specit 
plumbi habuerit admixtum, id ignis decoquat et resolvat, ut efficiantur om nes 
aurum bonum: ........ veniendum est ergo omnibus ad i ignem, veniend τ 
est ad conflatorium ...... si-quis multa opera bona et parum aliquid inigt 
tatis attulerit, illud parum tanquam plumbum igni resolvitur ac purgatur, 
totum remanet aurum purum.—ORIGEN. in Hwvodum Homil. vi. ὭΣ 

1 Ex cujus verbis apertissimum est, quod hune locum Pauli pro igne 
purgatorio interpretatur. —Articulus LULU. 40} 
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tion in applying the text of St. Paul to Purgatory, since in so 
many other parts of his writings he so interprets it, and evinces 
his belief of that intermediate state. But Mr. Faber passes by 
the quotations from Origen, on Exodus and Leviticus, affecting 
not to receive them in evidence, as they are not extant in the 
original Greek. Every one must despise this as a poor and 
paltry subterfuge. The compilers of the Faith of Catholics on 
certain points of Controversy having observed, when quoting 
Origen on Numbers, on the subject of the blessed Eucharist, 
that ‘‘ these homilies are thought to have been rather loosely 
translated by Rufinus,’* Mr. Faber was delighted to escape 
upon such a plea from a troublesome witness. In his Chapter I. 
he gave notice that he should ‘unceremoniously throw overboard 
the whole of Origen’s writings not extant in Greek.t The above 
compilers had merely intimated that the homilies were thought 
to be rather loosely translated; but-Mr. Faber magnifies this in 
his very next line into a decided censure: ‘“ Hence, as the 
** Latin version is confessedly paraphrastic and argumentative, we 
** can only receive its testimony to doctrine or to practice, as the 
“ testimony of the fifth century.” Were this even admitted, 
and Mr. Faber required to shew why the fifth century was ποῦ a 
safe and competent witness of true apostolic doctrine equally with 
the third, he could answer nothing worth the attention of any 
man of sound impartial judgment, not wedded to a system, and 
determined to drive it through every opposing argument. But 
no matter: having speedily amplified a conjectural doubt into an 
acknowledged fact, it afforded a convenient escape from evidence 
which he was as unable to refute as unwilling to admit; and 
therefore in the present instance he marches out with conscious 
dignity upon the strength of his former decision: “I have, 
“agreeably to my proposed plan, omitted them.” This may 
satisfy himself: but others I am persuaded will regard it in no 
other light than dishonest and interested shuffling. 
_ Agraver charge which Mr. Faber brings, is that Origen denied 
the eternity of Hell’s torments, for which he was anathematised 


he + Second Edition, Note, p. 212. 
+ Diff. of Rom. 2nd Edition, Note, p. 30. . 


4 A 


570 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. — CHAP.VI. 


by the Fifth Gerreral Council, being the Second of Constantinople 

in 553. He argues therefore that the Purgatory of Origen was 

only a speculation struck out by his inventive genius, after he 

had annihilated Hell. ΤῸ this I answer, that if Origen did deny 
the eternity of torments, it would only follow that he extended 

Purgatory too far, but not that he disbelieved its existence, or 
that its existence was his own speculative invention. In such 
case, he might be still a faithful witness of the belief of the 
Catholic Church in Purgatory, though his own speculations went 
to the heretical excess of annihilating Hell. But it is not 
proved that Origen did deny the eternity of Hell. I know per- 
fectly well that the Fifth General Council condemned him; but. 
that condemnation has always been understood to have been 
directed much more against the sect of Origenists, who propa- 
gated their heretical opinions under the sanction of his great 
name. The Council specified no errors of Origen; and though 
the non-entity of Hell’s torments is an error imputed to him, or 
rather to his followers, there are remarkable evidences of his hay- 
ing held the contrary, even in his writings still extant in Greek, 
which Mr. Faber is bound to admit. In his homilies on Jere- 
mias, he says: “ Therefore also an eternal fire has been pre- 
ἐς pared, therefore also gehenna has been prepared, therefore is 
“ there an exterior darkness.*” There are other passages to thi 
same effect in his Homilies on Leviticus: “ Because he has not’ 
“ suffered here temporal punishments, there he suffers thos 

* which are eternal. .... But where retribution of punishment! 
“not paid, sin remains to them to be extinguished in eternal! 
“fire .... It is certain that they (the pains) shall be eterna 
“and shall be protracted with ages.’ If Mr. Faber again 
“ refuses the evidence of these Latin Homilies, I shall call upot 
him to prove the alleged error from the works still extant Πὶ 
Greek: for it is an acknowledged fact that the Greek works ar 


~ ε , ο Bid Ε 

* Ald τῦτο καὶ πυρ ὠιώνιον ἡτοιμήϑη,), Sta τῦτο nat γέενα ἠἡυτρέπι-ς 

sat, Sia τῦτο Ek TE κοι σκότος ἐξώτερον.--Ο ΚΙΟ ΕΝ. In Jerem. Hom. wit. — 
+ Quia temporalia hic non persolvit, 101 expendit eterna supplicia ....- 

Ubi autem non est soluta vindicta, pti manet illis eternis igniD 


extinguendwm ...... Certum.est quod zternz erunt (pene) et cum sxculi 
extendenatur. Or1GEN.—Homil. tv. in Leviticum, 
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entirely free from any error in faith. If therefore he persists in 
receiving the Greek alone, he must abandon the imputation 
against Origen. So that the shuffler is here caught in his 
own net. He must either receive the Latin Homilies, or 
he must prove from the extant Greek that Origen denied the 
eternity of Hell. The latter he cannot do: and therefore he 
must abandon the charge against Origen, and admit his evidence 
of the existence of Purgatory. 

_ As a last subterfuge, he will contend that Origen subsequently 
abandoned his own interpretation of St. Paul’s text, by writing 
thus in his immortal work against Celsus: “ Since therefore he 
* (God) is a consuming fire, we ask, What things ought to be 
“ consumed by him? And we say that God, as fire, consumes 
** wickedness and its. deeds, figuratively called wood, hay, and 
®.stubble...... But if any one can shew that the writer (Paul) 
“ὁ meant otherwise, and can understand in a material sense, that 
“ the wicked build up wood, hay, and stubble, it is manifest, that 
“the fire must be understood to be material and perceptible to 
“the senses.” * Origen is here replying to the objection of 
Celsus, that we make God a tyrannical torturer, descending 
with fire to consume his enemies. He argues that it is not to 
be understood of material fire, but as a figurative expression of 
God’s retributive and purifying justice. For this, he quotes St. 
Paul, and argues that the fire spoken of by the Apostle is 
figurative. Hence Mr, Faber argues against Origen’s belief in 
Purgatory ; but he argues without foundation. It is not neces- 
sary to believe that in Purgatory there is any material fire; and, 
therefore, Origen might safely believe in that place of detention 
and purgation, though he denied its punishment to be fire. It 
has been shewn from his other writings, that he did hold a 
distinction of punishment in the next life for great and small 
‘sins; and a state of temporary detention and purgation. Though 
he here denies the fire of St. Paul’s text to be a material fire, 
yet it must be noted that his observation applies only to one 
part of the text, which cannot be rationally otherwise; fora 
man’s works cannot be literally dwrnt. Origen says nothing of 


*Oricen. Contru Celsum, Lib. iv. circa initium. 
4Α ἢ 
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the final words of the Apostle, which furnish the principal 
proof: but he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire. So that 
his ob }opriag to take the fire in a material sense, when applied 
to the man’s works, is no argument against the admission of the 
literal sense, when speaking of the man himself, whom it will 
purify and ultimately save. at 
It is well, after all this dull process with Mr. Faber’s quota- 
tions, to finish with some little diversion, which he himself most 
opportunely furnishes. He has attempted to set aside the 
evidences of venerable antiquity; but they have all been made 
good against him. He now finally pretends that it is needless 
to press the question further, since it has been fairly given up 
by a Roman Presbyter and a Roman Cardinal? A precious 
argument truly; that the speculations of a priest and a cardinal 
should outweigh the evidence of the host of: witnesses and 
authorities determining the faith of the Catholic Church. This 
would indeed be a new illustration of the Nos duo turba sum 
This, I say, if the two witnesses would stand: but we shall =a 
them as clumsily chosen, and as little likely to agree, as the two 
unhappy wretches suborned against our adorable Saviour. T 6 
reader must know that this Roman Presbyter was ἃ hereti¢, 
and that this Roman Cardinal, instead of a Purgator γ, 
wrote elaborately in its defence ! vf 
The presbyter is the notorious Father Barnes, who wrote ἃ 
work so full of false and heretical opinions, that his book and 
himself were speedily condemned; and “the Roman presbyters” 
Luther and Calvin might as well be cited as Father Barnes. 
it so happens that there is nothing absolutely inconsistent with 
Catholic Faith in the passage which Mr. Faber quotes in triumph 
as fairly giving up Purgatory. “ Punishment in Purgatory, 18 ὃ 
“ doctrine seated in human opinion. Neither from Scripture 
“nor from the Fathers, nor from the earlier Councils, can it be 
ἐς fairly deduced. Nay, with submission to better judgment, the 
“ contrary opinion seems more conformable to them.”* Father 
Barnes appeats her e, as well as in the opening of his ΒΟΟΒΟΝ D 


* Catholico Romanus Pacificus. Auctore Joan. Barnes Benedictino An gle | 
Oxoniz 1680. Sect. ix. p. 130. r 
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to object only to a Purgatorial punishment of fire, which has 
never been defined by the Church, as a necessary Article of Faith. 
But enough of Father Barnes, to all whose opinions Mr. Faber 
is entirely welcome. . 

And who, think you, gentle reader, is Mr. Faber’s formidable 
Roman Cardinal? Would you suppose it to be that same 
venerable Fisher, who has been already shewn to have so ably 
‘defended Purgatory? Would you have imagined that even Mr. 
Faber could have brass enough to bring forth Cardinal Fisher as 
giving up Purgatory as a matter altogether hopeless? Yet what 
‘is there to which men will not stoop, to prop up a system, which 
they are obstinately determined to uphold? Cardinal Fisher is 
‘actually brought as evidence against a doctrine, in support of 
which he has written a dissertation of some twenty pages, in the 
‘very work from which this man takes his objection ! 

Mr. Faber with dignified exultation informs his confiding 
readers, that “thus determines the eminently learned Bishop ” 
and Cardinal Fisher of Rochester. ‘‘ Many perhaps are induced 
“ not to place so great confidence in Indulgences, because their 
“ use in the Church seems to be more recent, and because it has 

“only very lately been found among Christians. To these 

_ © T answer, that we cannot certainly determine with whom they 
“first originated. Among the Ancients, there was either no 
‘© mention, or at least very rare mention of Purgatory: and, to 
“this day, the Greeks believe not in its existence. Nor was the 
“belief either of Purgatory or of Indulgences so necessary in the 
primitive Church, as it now is. While there was no care 
“respecting Purgatory, there was no enquiry about Indulgences: 

_ for, on Purgatory, the whole estimation of Indulgences depends. 
“© Take away Purgatory: and what need will there be of Indul- 
““gences? Since, then, Purgatory was so lately known and 
“received by the Catholic Church: who can wonder, that there 
© should have been no use of Indulgences in the nascent Church 
at the beginning ?” * 

Mr. Faber’s obsequious reader will doubtless take it fe 
ΜΝ that the above is cited faithfully and consecutively from 


ae Fisner Roffens. cont. Luther. Art. xviii. oper. p. 496. Wirceberg. 1597. 
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Cardinal Fisher. Mr. Faber professes so much horror of dis- 
honest quotation, that the reader must not dream of his being 
capable of it himself. But the truth is, that the text of Fisher is 
extensively garbled ; and the probability is, that Mr. Faber took 
it second-hand from some disingenuous controvertist, without 
referring to the original. Mr. Faber only three pages before, 
protested against the practice of omitting portions of an author 
without giving notice of such omission ; but here he omits thirty- 
two lines after the second sentence, and begins his next with the 
words, “Among the ancients,” in the middle of a sentence of the 
author, without the slightest mark of interrupted citation, either 
in his English, or in the original Latin in the margin. Next, he 
as unceremoniously omits two more sentences of the original: 
then away go ten lines more of Cardinal Fisher wholly unnoticed, 
and subsequently eight more before the quotation finishes. To 
omit superfluous sentences is undoubtedly allowable in any 
quotation: but to omit them without notice, and to produce the 
passage as if fairly and consecutively transcribed, can admit of no Ι 

justification. That it may be seen that these complaints are not 
made without grounds, I shall give the passage entire, placing 1 in 
Italics those portions which Mr. Faber has omitted. ““ Man re 


“ Indulgences, because their use in the Church seems to be more 
“ὁ recent, and because it has only very lately been found among — 
“Christians. To these I answer, that we cannot certainly 
«ς determine with whom they first originated. There was how- 
“ ever, as it is asserted, some very ancient use of them among t e 
“ Romans; which may be understood even from the stations im 
“ the city which were very much frequented. It is also said t t 
“ Gregory the first granted some in his time. Nor is it concealed 
* from any one, that many things, as well from the gospels as 
“ from the other Scriptures, are now by later minds more y 
“‘ discussed and more clearly understood than they were formerly, 
“ This has been the case, either because the ice was not thoroughly 
< broken by the ancients, nor did their age suffice to explore 
“minutely all that ocean of the Scriptures: or because in 
“ the very wide field of the Scriptures, after the most expe t 
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“ reapers, some ears yet untouched remain to be gathered. For 
“ there are still in the gospels many places sufficiently obscure, 
“ which I doubt not, will be made much clearer to posterity. 
ἐς Why indeed should we despair of this, since the gospel has been 
“ delivered for the very purpose of our understanding it thoroughly 
and perfectly ? Since therefore the love of Christ towards his 
“ Church remains no less strong now than before, and his power 
“ is nowise diminished, since also that Holy Spirit is the perpetual 
“ keepér and guardian of the same Church, whose gifts flow as 
“ unceasingly and copiously as from the beginning : who can doubt 
“ that the minds of posterity will be enlightened to the clear 
“ὁ knowledge of those things which remain as yet unknown in the 
“ gospel? But, as we were observing, there are many things, 
about which no question was made in the primitive Church, but 
“ which by the diligence of posterity, when doubts arise, became 
“ nerspicuous. Certainly, to return to our subject, no orthodox 
 merson now doubts if there be a Purgatory, of which never- 
ἐς theless among those ancients, there was either no mention, or 
“ at least very rare mention: and, to this day, the Greeks believe 
“ not its existence. Let any one who pleases read the comments 
“ὁ of the ancient Greeks, and he will find, I believe, none or very 
“rare mention of Purgatory. Nor did the Latins conceive the 
“ truth of this matter all toyether or at one time. Nor was the 
“belief either of Purgatory or of Indulgences so necessary in 
“ the primitive Church, as it now is. For then charity burnt so 
“ ardently, that all were perfectly prepared to seek death for 
“ Christ. Crimes were rare, and those which happened, had been 
“ punished by the great severity of the canons. But now a con- 
“ὁ siderable portion of the peopie would rather cast off Christianity 
“than endure the rigour of the canons: so that it has not 
“ happened without the particular direction of the Holy Spirit, 
“that after the lapse of so many years, the faith of Purgatory, 
* and the use of Indulgences should have been generally received 
“ by the orthodox. While there was no care respecting Purgatory, 
“there was no enquiry about Indulgences: for, on Purgatory, 
“the whole estimation of Indulgences depends. ‘Take away 
“ Purgatory; and what need will there be of Indulgences? 
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“ Considering therefore that Purgatory was for a time unknown Ἵ 
then believed gradually by some, parily from revelations, and 
“ partly from the Scriptures, and so at last that the belief of 
“it became generally received by the orthodox Church, we can 
“ very easily understand the reason of Indulgences. Since then, i 
“ Purgatory was so lately known and received by the Catholic 


“‘ Church: who can wonder, that there should have been no use 
* of Indulgences in the nascent Church at the beginning ?’”* 


* Multos fortasse movet, indulgentiis istis non usqueadeo fidere, quod 
earum usus in Ecclesia videatur fuisse recentior, et admodum serd repertus” 
apud Christianos. Quibus ego respondeo, non certo constare, aquo primum 
tradi ceeperunt. Fuit tamen nonnullus earum usus (ut aiunt) apud Romanos 
vetustissimus. Quod vel ex stationibus in urbe frequentatissimis intelligi 
datur. Sed et Gregorium primum aiunt, aliquas suo tempore concessisse, 
Neque cuiquam obscurum est, quin posterioribus ingeniis multa sint, tam_ 
ex evangeliis, quam ex Scripturis ceteris, nunc excussa luculentius, et intel- 
lecta perspicatius. quam fuerant olim. Nimirum, aut quia veteribus adhue 
non erat perfracta glacies, neque sufficiebat illorum etas, totum illud Scrip- 
turarum pelagus adamussim expendere: aut quia semper in amplissimo— 
Scripturarum campo post messores quantumvis exquisitissimos, spicas- 
adhuc intactas licebit colligere. Sunt enim adhuc in evangeliis, loca” 
pleraque satis obscura, que non dubito, posteritati multo fient apertiora. 
Cur enim istud desperabimus, quum ideo traditum sit Evangelium, ut 
nobis penitus et ad unguem intelligatur? Quoniam igitur in Ecclesiam suan 
amor Christi non minus nunc quam antea fortis perseverat, cujus etiam 
potestas nihil hactemus est imminuta, quumque sacer ille spiritus perpetut 
ejusdem Ecclesie custos, et edituus fuerit, cujus dona tam indesinenter, 6 
eeque copiosé fluunt, sicut ab initio: quis ambigere potest, quin ad eorur 
(que jam in Evangelio supersunt incognita) claram notitiam, ingenia poste 
riorum illustrabuntur. Caterum, (ut dicere coepimus) multa sunt, de quibr 
in primitiva Ecclesia nulla questio facta fuerat que tamen posteriorum 
diligentia subortis dubitationibus jam evaserunt perspicua. Nemo certé (ut — 
ad negotium nostrum redeamus) jam dubitat orthodoxus, an Purgatoriun 
sit, de quo tamen apud priscos illos, nulla, vel quam rarissima fiebat mentio, 
Sad et Grecis ad hunc usque diem non est creditum purgatorium esse. 
qui velit Grecorum veterum commentarios, et nullum quantum opinor, a 
quam rarissimum de purgatorio sermonem inveniet, Sed neque Latin 
simul omnes ac sensim, hujus rei veritatem conceperunt. Neque tam nece! 
saria fuit, sive purgatorii, seu indulgentiarum fides in primitiva ecclesi 
atque nunc est. Nam tune usqueadeo charitas ardebat, ut paratissimi 
fuissent singuli pro Christo mortem oppetere. ara fuerunt crimina, 
et ea que contigerunt, magna fuerant canonum severitate vindicata, 
Nunc autem bona pars populi, magis Christianismum exueret, quam 
rigorem canonum pateretur: ut non absque maxima Sancti 5 ‘it i 
dispensatione factum sit, quod post tot annorum curricula, purgatorii fides, 
et indulgentiarum usus, ab orthodoxis generatim sit receptus. Quamée 
nulla fuerat de purgatorio cura, nemo quesivit indulgentias. Nam exi 

endet omnis indulgentiarum existimatio. Si tollas purgatorium, quorsum 
indulgentiis opus οὐδ His enim, si nullum fuerit purgatorium, nihil 
indigebimus. Contemplantes igitur aliquandiu purgatorium incognitum 
fuisse: deinde quibusdam pedetentim, partim ex revelationibus, partim ex 
scripturis fuisse creditum, atque ita tandem generatimejus fidem ab erthodoxa 


: 
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These are'the doings of a man who only two pages before was 
so loud and lofty in accusing another of deliberate omission 
without the slightest notice, “ by the common conventional 


© mark of non-continuous citation.” The passage in Mr. Faber’s 
_ garbled exhibition appears to himself so conclusive against the 
_ primitive belief of Purgatory, that he becomes facetious at the 


venerable writer's expense: “ There certainly is something, 


_ © which closely approximates to the ludicrous, in this simple- 


“ minded or (as the French would expressively say) ndive confes- 


sion of the worthy English Cardinal.” It is easy to make any 
writer as simple and dive as we please, if we can stoop to the 
_dishonourable trick of making up a quotation of shreds and 
patches from his writings. But with all Mr. Faber’s contri- 
vances, the passage will render him little service, and when the 
suppressed sentences are restored, absolutely none. The worthy 
Cardinal admits that the primitive writers say little about Pur- 
gatory, and that the Greeks in his time still did not believe its 
existence. But he explains how this happened, shewing satis- 
factorily that the charity and innocence of the greater part of 
the primitive Christians, and the severe penance of those few 


who had fallen among them, left no fear of Purgatory. Thus 


there was little or no mention of it in the earlier times. But 


does it follow, or did Fisher admit, that on that account it was 


/not a doctrine apostolically taught, and divinely revealed to the 


Catholic Church? Certainly not, and Mr. Faber is egregiously: 
and I fear wilfully deceived, if he would draw from the Car- 


‘dinal’s writings any such inference. For the venerable man no 
‘where intimates that the primitive Church taught a contrary 
belief, but only that circumstances occasioned the Article of 


Purgatory to be more slowly developed and gradually received 
than other points of Catholic Faith. When however it was 


fally admitted as a necessary Article of Faith, it was so received 
Εν the firm grounds of Scriptural evidence, and the testimony 


the ancient Fathers. 


AE 
| Beclesia fuisse receptissimam, facillimé rationem aliquam indulgentiarum 


igiumus. Quum itaque _purgatorium tam sero cognitum ac receptum 
esize fuerit universe quis jam de indulgentiis mirari potest, quod in, 


principio nascentis Ecclesie nullus fuerat earum usus, FIsHER. Artic, rviit. 
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These arguments Cardinal Fisher has supported at great 
length. In the very Treatise against Luther from which Mr, 
Faber has picked out his garbled quotation, there are about forty, 
five pages devoted to the subject οἵ: Purgatory, of the very) 
existence of which pages Mr. Faber does not give his reader the) 
slightest intimation. The Cardinal proves that Purgatory is 
necessary to be believed, because it has been propounded by 
Catholic Church as a matter of divine revelation, and is groun 
both on Scripture and primitive tradition. The reader has) 
noticed how many strong passages have been already cited from, 
the venerable Fisher in the course of this Section. One obj 
of their being adduced was to shew how very far the wo 
Cardinal was from the admission which Mr. Faber fraudulently 
palms upon him. The Cardinal maintains that Purgatory is a) 
doctrine absolutely necessary to be known and believed, and| 
that it can undoubtedly be established by the Holy Scriptures. 
“« We say in the fourth place, that it is incredible that Purgatory 
“ should not be capable of proof from the Holy Scriptures, since 
* it is a thing so necessary to be known by all .... Wherefore) 
“ itis especially necessary to Christians to know that Purgator 
“is a place in which for small faults, souls divested of thei 
“ bodies, receive purgation like gold in the furnace, before they 
“ are admitted into heaven.”* A writer who thus argued of ‘ | 
necessity of believing in Purgatory, could not have considered it 
a doctrine recently introduced by human invention. 4: 

The venerable Fisher further proves Purgatory by the testi- 
monies of the early Fathers. He instances Origen, St. Atha- 
nasius, St. Chrysostom, and St. Gregory the Great; and 
observes: “ Since Purgatory is affirmed by so many Fathers, 
“ both Greek and Latin, it is not likely, but that its truth was 
“ clear to them by sufficient proofs.”+ Could such arguments 


* Quarto quoque loco dicimus, quod non sit credibile Purgatorium nom 
posse ex Sacra Scriptura probari, quum sit ea res Christianis omnibus 
usqueadeo scitu necessaria ...... Quamobrem apprimé necessaria res 68 
Christianis, nosse Purgatorium esse locum, in quo pro minutis deli otis, 
anime corporibus exute velut aurum in fornace purgationem accipiunt, 
priusquam in ecelum admittantur.—Art. revit. 

+ Quum a tot patribus tam Grecis quam Latinis, purgatorium affirme 
non est verisimile, quin ejus veritas per idoneas probationes illis clarui 
Art. xaavii. 
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have been penned by a man disposed to give up the doctrine as 
a novelty of mere human introduction ? 

Again, the worthy English Cardinal declares that even sup- 
posing, what is by no means true, that Purgatory could not be 
proved from the Holy Scriptures, “its truth must be believed 
“ὁ by all Christians, particularly because by a most ancient custom 
of the Church, a special commemoration was accustomed to be 
“made by the priest in the Mass, for the souls of the dead 
‘which are believed to be in Purgatory.”* He cites St. 
Augustin and St. Chrysostom, both declaring these prayers to 
have descended from apostolical tradition ; and thus concludes : 
“ Therefore this institution emanated from the Apostles, that a 
ἐς commemoration of the dead should be made during the sacred 
* mysteries, in order that thereby they might obtain some benefit. 
* But no benefit could be derived to those souls, which are 
“either happy in Heaven, or lost in Hell, wherefore it is that 
“ we consider that there is a place in Purgatory, where souls 
“ remaining for a time, are refreshed by the devout prayers and 
* relieved by the alms of the living.”t I ask again, if a writer 
who thus argues on the primitive belief of Purgatory, can with 
any common honesty be represented as “ fairly giving it up” 
as “a matter altogether hopeless?” Yet thus has Mr. Faber 
shamefully misrepresented the venerable Cardinal. 

In the passage cited by Mr. Faber, Bishop Fisher undoubtedly 
says that the Greeks to this day do not believe in the existence 
of Purgatory. But common candour would have taught him to 
cite the other place where the worthy man explains his meaning. 
In the course of the dialogue he puts the very objection into the 
mouth of Luther, thus: “ The Greek Church which remains 
“Catholic does not believe it.’ To which Fisher answers: 


_ * Veritas ejus nihilominus Christianis cunctis credenda est, et maximé 
quum ex Ecclesiz vetustissima consuetudine, pro defunctorum animabus, 
que in purgatorio esse creduntur, commemoratio specialis a sacerdotibus in 
‘missa fieri consuevit. Art. vrvvii. 

_ # Ab apostolis igitur hec institutio manavit, ut inter sacra, defunctorum 
ageretur memoria, quatenus, aliquid inde lucri consequerentur. Czeterum 
animabus, que vel in celo beat sunt, vel in gehenna damnatz, nihil 
_accedere lucri potest, quo fit ut in Purgatorio esse locum existimemus, ubi 
‘consistentes, ad tempus anime, devotis interea vivorum precationibus 
Yrefocillantur, et relevantur eleemosynis.— Art. Φαφυϊῖ. 
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, πῶ sacs ΙΧ χω ΤΕ 


ἐς | suppose you mean the common people, and not the Fathe εν 
“ of the Greek Church themselves. For their books testify t 
“they are in favour of Purgatory.”* He then cites Origer 14) 
St. Athanasius, and St. John Chrysostom, and adds: “ There is 
“‘ moreover a small book, written in Greek, edited at the time of 
“ the Council of Basil, in which besides these, there are mam [ 
“ other Greek authors cited, against’ this error, to whose testi- 
“ mony it is said that the Greeks yielded in the Council «¢ 

“ Florence, and repented of their obstinacy.”’t ‘- 

The mistake in supposing that the Greeks do not believe it 

Purgatory, has arisen principally from their not believing in am 
torment of fire in Purgatory. This they constantly deny ; and 
it has all along been observed, that this may be denied within 
the strict limits of Catholic faith, which simply teaches that there 
is a place in which the souls of the just are detained, until they 
have satisfied their. debts to divine justice, and that they ai ar ὃ 
relieved by the prayers of the faithful. The Greeks have no 
gone into the less important enquiry, where this place is situate 
nor do they believe that fire is the kind of suffering ther 
endured. But Fisher never meant to deny that the Greeks 
even those separated from the Catholic Church, perfectly « 
with us on this head, as far as faith requires, by believing νὰ 
cisely what has been defined by the Church in her general 
Councils of Florence and Trent. Nor can Mr. Faber draw th 
least legitimate inference against the doctrine of Ῥαη ΟΝ bein 
primitive and apostolical, from any part of the “dive confessia 
of the worthy English Cardinal.” For in admitting that P 1 . 
gatory was, comparatively speaking, lately known and receive } 
by the Catholic Church, the Cardinal is far from admitting @ 
Faber’s idea, that the doctrine-was but a novelty of mere Ε 
siastical introduction. Fisher meant nothing of the kind. 


* Lutherus.—Greca_ enim Ecclesia, non credit, manens Catholica. 
Episcopus.—Vulgus opinor intelligis, et non ipsos Ecclesize lice pats 
Nam hos favere purgatorio, libri quos edidere, testantur. Art. vvavii. 


+ Extat et libellus Grecé scriptus, tempore Concilii Basiliensis ~aital 
quo preeter hos, et alii complures Grecorum auctores, adversus hune erre ‘ 
citantur, quorum testimoniis auint Grecos in concilio por δ" 
et a pertinacia sua resipuisse. Art. avavii. ah a 
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Faber must not forget his own often repeated maxim, that we 
are not to attend to what a writer says, but to consider what he 
means. The context, and the other portions of Bishop Fisher’s 
Book, clearly evince his real meaning, that though Purgatory 
was not so much spoken of in early times as other doctrines, 
because the pure lives, and ardent charity, and penitential 
rigours of the primitive Christians, rendered the mention of it 
less necessary, still that there is adequate evidence of its belief 
from the earliest times ; and that when it became more fully 
_ developed and practically followed up in the Catholic Church, it 
was always believed, not as a doctrine of novel introduction, but 
as expressly deduced from Scripture ; of apostolical inculcation, 

and as founded upon substantial evidence of the early Fathers, 
as well as on the well-known primitive practice of praying for 
the dead. That this was Fisher’s meaning, his own words 
fairly cited, attest : that Mr. Faber has misrepresented the holy 
_ Prelate for his own purposes, by a garbled citation of a small 
part of his writings on the subject, must now appear “abun- 
“ dantly true.” ὃ 

Mr. Faber may therefore take back to his own opprobrium 
his base insinuation that we receive the doctrine of Purgatory 
upon the mere strength of the Tridentine decision in the sixteenth 
century. The very language of that venerable Assembly should 
teach him better: “The Catholic Church, instructed by the 
_ “Holy Ghost, has taught:from the sacred Scriptures, and ancient 
: “ tradition of the Fathers, in holy Councils, and lastly in this 
_ “general Council that there is a Purgatory.”* We receive the 
doctrine then upon the decision of the Catholic Church, that 
decision not being a mere arbitrary enactment of a moral doctrine 
till then scarcely heard of, but grounded upon the revealed Word 
οἵ God, both written and unwritten, upon the tradition of the 
ancient Fathers, and the decisions of previous Councils. 
But I submissively hope that the doctrine of Purgatory has 
been cleared in the preceding pages of all imputation of novelty, 


 * Catholica Ecclesia, Spiritu Sancto edocta, ex sacris litteris, et antiqua 
Patrum traditione, in sacris Conciliis, et novissime in hac cecumenica Synodo 
docuerit Purgatorium esse. Concin. Trip. Sess. 25. Decret. de Purg. 
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and solidly proved to be primitive and Apostolical. The Soria 
tural evidence in its favour has been vindicated, and the 
testimonies of the early Fathers shewn to be sufficiently plain 
and applicable to the faith of the Church on Purgatory. Tertul- 
lian has been proved to have established the existence of a place 
of detention, from which souls might procure refreshment 8 
release by the prayers of the faithful: that is sufficient for the 
faith of Purgatory. The old Clementine Liturgy has been provec od 
decidedly to express a belief in some place where pardon may 
yet be granted for sins adhering to the soul, and to pray th | 
the soul thus detained may be placed in blessed rest; whicl h 
affords plain evidence of the faith of Purgatory. St. Cyprian’s 
prohibition to pray for Victor has been proved to be 
founded on a belief that such prayers would benefit so ' 
departed in less unhappy circumstances, and consequently a 
belief in Purgatory. Finally, Origen has been carefully examined 
and proved to teach manifestly a distinction of punishment it 
the next life for great and small sins, and a state of tempore ; 
detention and purgation. Nothing more does Faith require t 
be believed of the place which we call Purgatory. To these ~ 
evidences may be added a very remarkable one of even earli ; . 
date than any of them. The genuine acts of SS. Perpetua ar d 
Felicitas, martyred under Severus in the year 203 are quoted by 
Tertullian,* as well as by St. Augustin,t and were publicly re ͵ 
in the churches in Africa. They contain a vision of St. Perpetus 8, 
in which she saw her brother Dinocrates, who had died when 
about seven years old, appearing in a state of captivity and suited oT 
ing. “ By this,” says the Saint, “ I knew that my brother wasin 
“ pain, but I trusted I could by prayer relieve him: so I bega 4 m 
*‘ to pray for him, beseeching God with tears, day and night, thi 
“ he would grant me my request.” She relates that after this 
she had another vision, in which Dinocrates appeared so much 
more refreshed and at ease, that she φάῃ: “ I awaked, ad | 
“knew he was relieved from his pain.’ The truth of th ᾿ Ὁ 
visions was never doubted by the holy Fathers ; but it is evider 
from the prayers and conclusions of St. Perpetua, that the! 
* De Anima c. 55. + Serm. 280—288—294. Ὁ 
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Church in those very early times believed in a state of temporary 
purgation after death, and in'the utility of prayers for souls so 
detained. The authenticity of these acts is unquestionable: 
they may be seen most ample and correct in Dom Ruinart’s 
Acta primorum martyrum sincera et selecta. Mr. Faber must 
therefore admit that the Church in the second century believed 
in the utility of Prayers for the Dead, the object of which was to 
procure for them relief from suffering, in that state of detention 
which we call Purgatory. 

With evidence thus clear and conclusive in favour of Purgatory, 
from the Sacred Scriptnres, from the primitive Fathers, and from 
the most ancient Liturgies and usages of the Catholic Church, 
how-much more rational would it be on the part of Mr. Faber 
to adopt the candid conclusion of the learned Leibnitz: “ The 
* most ancient sentiment of the Church is, that prayers are to 
“be offered for the dead, and that the dead are helped by 
“ὁ prayers, and that those who have departed out of this life, 
* though received by God to grace through Christ, their eternal 
punishment remitted, and themselves made heirs of life eternal, 
“ do still oftentimes suffer some paternal chastisement or purga- 
“ tion for sins, particularly if in this life they have not sufficiently 


*‘ washed away this stain: and to this some have applied the 


“words of Christ about paying the last farthing, and that all 
“flesh shall be salted with fire, others the passage of Paul 


“concerning those who have built upon the foundation wood, 


“hay, stubble, and shall be saved yet so as by fire, others the 


_ “passage about Baptism for the dead. The holy Fathers differ 
- “as to the mode of purgation; .... But be that as it may, 
_ “almost all have agreed in a paternal chastisement or purgation 
_ © after this life.”* 


_ * Vetustissima Ecclesie sententia est orandum esse pro mortuis et mor- 


Gregrccibas juvari, et eos qui ex hac vita discesserunt, etsi in gratiam per 


yhristum a Deo recepti, remissa eterna pena, heredes vite eterne effecti 
sint, subinde adhuc pro peccalis castigationem aliquam paternam sive purga- 
tionem pati, preesertim si hanc labem in hac vita non satis diluerunt: et huc 
accommodarunt alii verba Christi de solvendo novissimo quadrante, et quod 
omnis caro igne salietur, alii locum Pauli de his qui fundamento inedi- 
ficaverunt lignum, feenum, stipulam, et salvi erunt quasi per ignem, alii 
locum de Baptismo pro mortuis. Sancti Patres variant quidem circa purga- 
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The Faith of the Catholic Church has been thus fully vindi 
cated : that there is a Purgatory ; and that souls therein detained 
are helped by the prayers of the faithful. The evidence adduced — 
in objection to this point of Catholic doctrine, will be penile od 
in the following Section. 4 


rs 3 & 
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Szcrion II.—ALLEGED EVIDENCES AGAINST PURGATORY AND Prayer 
FOR THE DEAD, EXAMINED AND REFUTED. " 
It is Mr. Faber’s professed purpose, in Chap. V. of his Secon | 
Book, to prove that the Catholic doctrine of Purgatory is plainly 
untenable, because not only is it no where taught in Scripture, 
but it is altogether incompatible with Scripture. In our preceding” 
Section, it has been on the other hand plainly proved, that the 
doctrine of Purgatory is firmly supported by numerous Scriptural 

evidences; and therefore it is already sufficiently shewn to b 
perfectly compatible with the written word of God. Thus al 
further argument from Scripture might be dispensed with; bui 
I readily proceed to refute the feeble argumentation here resorted 
to, for the purpose of shewing Purgatory to be a doctrine oppose 
to Scripture. Mr. Faber has a negative and a positive objection 
just one for each line of argument. He argues that if such " 
region as Purgatory existed, our Blessed Saviour would certai 
have announced its existence: but He has been silent on th 
subject; therefore no such region exists; and we car r | 
reasonably be expected to believe, what has never been revealed. 
Without dwelling on the glaring falsity of the latter reasoning, 
which insinuates that nothing is to be considered as revealec ji ; 
we cannot find it in Christ’s own words in the gospels, I answer 
to this sorry objection, that it is not logically true that our 
Saviour has been profoundly silent on this matter. For thot g | 
he never distinctly mentioned that middle state of souls, 
which we call Purgatory, still he laid down principles ΤΟΙ Ι 


tionis modum;....-- Quidquid hujus sit, plerique omnes consenserunt I 
castigationem paternam, sive purgationem post hanc vitam. LErBNy TZ. 
Systema. Theologia, ad finem. a 
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which the necessity of believing such a state is so apparent, 
that he may truly be said to have evidently established the 
doctrine by his own words. Such are those passages concerning 


some sin which shall not be forgiven, either in this world or in 
the world to come :* and which declare that for every idle word 


we shall be accountable in the day of judgment :f and that to 
every man will be rendered according to his works.{ ‘These 
texts have been already shewn to afford solid grounds for the 
belief of a middle state, where some sins may be forgiven in the 


next world, after a time; where every small sin may be ade- 
_ quately punished, and where man’s imperfect works will be 
_ visited with just retribution.|| Our Blessed Saviour, having so 


distinctly laid down these principles, may justly be said to have 
adequately revealed the doctrine of Purgatory. If it be enquired 


why our divine Redeemer did not inculcate Purgatory in more 


direct and formal terms, I reply with that edifying Catholic 
convert from the French Protestant clergy, Pierre le Joux, that 
there was the less necessity, because the belief of some state of 
temporary ‘purification after death, was as universal among 


- nations as that of the immortality of the soul, which the Scrip- 


ture no where teaches in direct and formal terms. All nations 


have believed in the immortality of the soul; and it is a conse- 


quence most obvious from that belief, that those who quit this 
world in a state of defilement must be purified in some state of 


_ temporary detention, and during that time deprived of the 
_ presence of a God of infinite holiness. As well might Mr. Faber 
argue that the soul is not immortal, or deny Original Sin, because 
ΜΘ no where find that our Saviour taught either of these great 


truths 1 in express terms.4] 
_ Mr. Faber observes, that we cannot reasonably be expected to 


; iow what has never been revealed. But in our preceding 


Section, several other texts were supported from the Epistles 


and Apocalypse in the New Testament: and as Mr. Faber 


cannot deny these portions of Scripture to be evidences of 
Π ὁ St. Matt. xii, 32. + Ibid: v. 36. t Ibid. xvi. 27. 


\| Papen 1. P 550, et seq. 
{| Lettres sur L’Italie,par M. Pierre le Joux. Tome Second, p. 524, et seq. 
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divinely revealed truths, he must admit that we are bound ὃ 
believe the present doctrine, as evidently deduced from tho 
passages. If indeed he could discover a single text of t 
written word, which contradicts the Catholic doctrine of Purge 
tory, he might justly withhold his belief. He professes t : 
adduce one such positive objection from the Apocalypse. 

1 heard a voice from heaven, saying to me: write, blessed are 
the dead who die in the Lord. From henceforth now, saith th : 
Spirit, that they may rest from their labours: for their works 
follow them.* It has been already shewn that this passage 
has no weight against the belief of Purgatory.t It applies 1 ) 
the martyrs and saints, who are immediately admitted to heaven 
but it equally applies to the souls in Purgatory, for they are 
blessed, because sure of ultimate felicity, and they rest from 
their earthly labours, and are no longer anxious and doubtf 
about their salvation. Though they suffer a ‘painful detenti 
in Purgatory, they may be still said to rest in the certa 
assurance of heavenly glory, and in sweet acquiescence to the 
decree of infinite justice, which requires their temporary purgt 
tion. I maintain therefore in broad opposition to Mr. Faber 
conclusion: that the Catholic doctrine of Purgatory is adequate 
taught in Scripture, and no where contradicted by Scripture. — 

He next undertakes to shew that the belief of Purgatory d 7 
not prevail in the primitive Church; and this he attempts fro : 
early negative and positive testimony. Beginning with the 
negative, he asserts that more than one of the earliest Fathers 
was silent, when his subject must have led him to be expli¢ | 
had he believed the doctrine. The reader will be curious to 
see, for certainly he could never guess, how this strange contr 
vertist attempts to support this negative argument. ἢ id 

First, he instances St. Polycarp, the illustrious Martyr a1 
Bishop of Smyrna, who was appointed to that see by St. Jol 
being adisciple of that holy apostle. St. Polycarp has left u 5 ᾿ 
most beautiful Epistle to the Philippians; and therein, as M Ἢ 
Faber truly says, he twice mentions the resurrection from the 


1 “ 


* Apoc. xiv. 13. + See above, Chapter II. Section II. p. 63. Ἵ 
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dead :* “ Yet,” adds my opponent, in a tone of lofty exultation : 
“Yet, concomitantly, he gives not the slightest hint of any ante- 


“cedent and preparatory Purgatory.” Wonderful, to be sure, 
_ that when the holy martyr was speaking of the final re-union of 
- goul and body, after the Purgatorial probation was all past, he 


oh> 1 /) PU ou Pee ΤῊΣ 


should not think of mentioning what had not the slightest con- 


: nection with his subject ! 


- Having so solemnly assured us that more Leal one early 
Father had been equally silent, he has fortunately mustered two 


more primitive witnesses. Athenagoras the Greek philosopher 


in the second century, wrote, after his conversion to Christianity, 


_ a Treatise on the Resurrection of the Dead; “yet,” as Mr. 
_ Paber again triumphantly tells us, “ notwithstanding the nature 
of his selected subject, he leaves the closely connected state 
of Purgatory wholly unnoticed and unmentioned.” 


- The state of Purgatory is not closely, nor at all connected 
with the dogma of the Resurrection from the dead. This latter 
regards the body, but Purgatory affects only the soul. The 
temporary state of probation in Purgatory, will be at an end, 


- when the final Resurrection arrives: therefore there is no con- 


nection between the two points, and no writer’on the Resur- 


rection of the dead could have been necessarily led by his subject 


to speak of Purgatory. 


The third and last witness, whose silence is to corroborate 


Mr. Faber’s negative testimony against Purgatory, is St. 


_Trenzus, the holy Bishop of Lyons, in the second century. He 
_ observes that this holy Father says not a word about Purgatory , 
_ but simply intimates that “the souls of the dead shall depart 
_ “into an invisible place prepared of God for them, where they 
“shall abide in constant expectation of the resurrection and 
_ “re-union of the body.”+ 


i 
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_ “By these things it is most manifestly declared that souls 


-Imight observe that another passage of St. Irenzus is per- 
fectly compatible with the doctrine of Purgatory, where he says: 


ο “remain,. ...and that all people receive their proper habitation 


ἘΚ, Potycarpr Ep. ad Philip. Cap. ii. οἱ vii. 
+ 5. κεν. Adv. Heres. Lib. v. Cap. 31. 
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“ even before the judgment.”* But with respect to the passage, 
which Mr. Faber adduces, it is nothing to our present purpose, 
inasmuch as it contains a manifest error long ago exploded. 
Mr. Faber ought to know that St. Irenzeus, like some others of 
the early Fathers, had adopted the error of the Millenarians, 
which appears to have been introduced by Papias, a disciple o 
St. John. This circumstance must render very suspicious all 
that this holy Father writes respecting the state of soul 1 
departed. In his time the question had not been so fully 
explored and decided as it has been since, and therefore St. 
Ireneeus is excused’ from formal error. But besides this, he ha : 
adopted another false opinion, which prepared the way for it, Ὁ | 
supposing that because the soul of Christ our Lord descended 
into Limbo, and remained there till his glorious resurrection, the 
souls of all the just must likewise be detained in some invisible 
region, even until the general resurrection, so that they will not 
be admitted to heaven until their re-union with the body.t 
being a manifest error, long ago condemned, the silence οὗ. 
Father who was under so serious a mistake respecting the stat 
of departed souls, can have no weight against the Catholic doct 

of Purgatory. As to the Millenarian error of the early Fathers, 
even the Infidel historian, Gibbon will inform Mr. Faber thé 

“the doctrine of Christ’s reign upon earth was at first treat 
“as a profound allegory, was considered by degrees as a doubtt 
“and useless opinion, and was at length rejected as the absurd 
“invention of heresy and fanaticism.”{ As, however, som 
recent Protestants have attempted to revive these exploded 
errors about the first and second resurrection, it may be well ἣ 


-. 
εἡ 4 

* Per hec enim manifestissime declaratum est, et perseverare animas, -- 
et dignam habitationem unamquamque gentem percipere, etiam ante ju a 


cium.—S. Irren. Adv. Heres. Lib. ti. Cap. 63. ; 
+ Ai ψυχαὶ ἐπέρχονται ξἰς .... Τὸν τύπον τὸν ὡρισμένον aut 
εἰπὸ TE Ost, nana μέχρι THE dyasaTews werrer"s περιμένουσαι τὴν ὁ va 
cacw tretle ὠπολαξῆσαι τὰ σώμαα, καὶ ὁλοκλήρως ἀνας σαι; 87 i 
σωματικῶς, καθῶς,. καὶ 6 Κύριος ὠνέςη, ὅτως ἐλεύσονται, εἰς τὴν ὄψιν: 
@<cz.—S. Iren. Adv. Heres. Lib. υ. Cap. 31. 
1 Gispon—Decline and Fall. Chapt. av. 
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addition to what has been already said in the preceding pages,* 
to state in few words the real meaning of the passage which gave 
rise to them. They were grounded on a mistaken interpretation 
of Apocalypse xx. v. 4, 5, where it is said that the martyred 
saints lived and reigned with Christ a thousand years. The rest 
of the dead lived not, till the thousand years were finished. This 
is the first resurrection. 'The thousand years merely indicate 
the whole space before the general resurrection to Judgment 5 
and these saints were admitted immediately after their happy 
deaths to reign with Christ in heaven, which admission to glory 
is called the first resurrection. But the rest of the dead, of whom 
St. John had just spoken as adorers of the beast, lived 


not in glory, but were condemned to hell, which is ¢he first death. 


These souls will live again united to their bodies, in order to 
undergo the final Judgment, and will then return to their place 
of eternal torments, which is the second death. So the just will 
then rejoice in the second resurrrection. In these, St. John says, 
the second death hath no power. Calmet observes that though 
the Millenarian system was adopted by several early Fathers, it 
was on the other hand impugned by others of the first ages of 
the Church, and consequently could have no claim to be a 
decided apostolical doctrine. He also mentions that St. Dionysius 


_ of Alexandria in the third century, and Caius in the second, as 


also Origen refuted and rejected it. “ In fine,” he adds, “ we 


_ “may conclude with a very able man, M. Du Pin, (Dissert. sur 
_ “les Millenaires) who has fully discussed the question, that the 


“ Millenarian opinion is contrary to the gospel, and to the 
“doctrine of St. Paul, and is not at all founded on the 
fi Apocalypse.”’+ 

᾿ So much for Mr. Faber’s boasted negative testimony of the 


Fathers against Purgatory. He has adduced three witnesses: 
and of these St. Polycarp and Athenagoras were not in the least 


called upon by the subjects on which they treated, to make any 


allusion to Purgatory ; and the remaining witness, St. Irenzus, 


* See Chapter IV. Section I. p. 287, and in the present Chapter, Section 


_ I. p. 557, et seq. 


+ Dom. Calmet. Comment on Chapt. xx. of the Apocalypse. 
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was so notoriously mistaken on the state of departed souls, tha 
his evidence on the subject of Purgatory would stand wholl 
inadmissable. Now therefore we may proceed to examir 
whether Mr. Faber can produce any thing more to the purpos 
in the way of positive testimony. | 
He asserts that many of the oldest Fathers hold lang a } 
either opposed to Purgatory, or incompatible with it. Hey 
begins with St. Clement in the Apostolic age. This Hol j 
Father, he says, unequivocally declares, that “when once we 
“shall have departed this life, there is no room for us either 
“ to confess or repent.” * This neither contradicts Purgatory, 
nor is incompatible with it: for we do not assert that there 
either meritorious confession or repentance in that state: but 
we believe that there is room for temporary purgation a ν | 
punishment; which belief St. Clement does not in the alighe ost 
degree invalidate. 
Next he quotes from St. Ignatius of Antioch, martyred in 107 
‘¢ When our existence here shall have been brought to an end, 
“two states only, a state of death and a state of life, are set 
“ before us: for as every allegorical coin bears impressed upo! 
“it the stamp of God or the stamp of the world; so after / 
“ decease, shall every one depart to his own appropriate habita- 
“ tion.”+ Mr. Faber has interpolated the word states, which | 
not in the original. St. Ignatius says: “there dre two together 
“set before us, death and 116. Mr, Faber had recourse t 
this addition, in order to make St. Ignatius appear to deny a 
middle state. But the passage says no more than every Cathol 
most willingly repeats, that after our decease, there is no alter- 
native but eternal life or death; yet this is no prejudice to’ | 
belief that the eternal life in glory may be for a time delayed, 
and the soul gradually prepared for it by a temporary pie on 
in Purgatory. ἢ ; 
His next quotation from St. Justin, is even more absurd 
chosen, and much wider from the question. “When God shall 
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* Sr. CLemMeEntT. Ep. ii. Cap. 8. 
+ S. Ienar. Ep. ad Magnes. § 5. 


1 ᾿Ἐπίκεωται td δύ ὁμοῦ, & τε θάνατος, καὶ ἡ ζωή. 


SECTION II. PURGATORY. 591 


“raise all from the dead, he will place the holy in eternal 
“ happiness, but will consign the unholy to the punishment of 
ἐς eternal fire.”* I need only remind Mr. Faber that when the 
general resurrection arrives, the souls of those who had been in 
Purgatory, will have been perfectly purified, and fitted for the 


possession of eternal happinsss with God. 


_ Mr. Faber next goes to the unknown author of Answers to the 
Orthodox, a work once attributed to St. Justin, but now 
acknowledged to belong to the fourth or fifth century, and 


_ supposed with some reason to have been written by Theodoret. 


A 
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_ The quotation expresses so nearly the same as the preceding, 
- that I need not transcribe it. It teaches that the souls of the 


just pass into Paradise, but those of the unjust into the regions 


of Hell; and that there they respectively remain till the day of 


resurrection and retribution. All which Mr. Faber would have 
learnt from any Catholic Catechism. But what can be inferred 
from this against a belief in a state of temporary purgation, for 
those, who are not so perfectly pure as to be capable of imme- 
diate admission to Paradise, and the beatific vision of Christ our 


_ Saviour? 


Mr. Faber treats us next to a copious account of the belief of 
St. Hippolytus in the third century; the sum of which is, that 


the souls of the wicked after death, suffer temporary punishments 
in some part of Hell till the day of judgment, after which they 
are finally sentenced to everlasting torments ; but that the souls 
of the just pass into a blessed region, where they enjoy a foretaste 
of Heaven, but are not admitted to Heaven itself till after the 
_ final judgment. Mr. Faber calls this perfectly identical with the 


_ doctrine of the preceding author; but he forgets that in the 
opinion of that author the just enjoy the beatific vision of Christ; 
and I leave him to explain what could be wanting of heavenly 
bliss to souls thus privileged. The opinion therefore of St. 


_ Hippolytus differs from that of the author previously cited, as 


regards the souls of the just; and represents them as excluded 
from Heaven itself till the day of judgment. This was the error 


h adopted by Si. Justin and St. Irenzeus, but never the doctrine of 


* §. Jusrini Dial. cum Tryphone Op. p..270. 
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the Catholic Church; and be it remembered that a Father, to. 
have any authority, must attest not some private speculation of 
his own, but the doctrine of all, or the greater number of the 
Fathers, sanctioned by the authoritative decision of the Cathe ' ι 
Church of God. St. Augustin well observes of the early writers: 
“Others I so read, that however eminent they may be for 
“ for holiness and learning, I do not judge a thing true, because: 
“ they so believed, but. because they were able to persuade me 
** either by those canonical authors, or by some probable reason, 
“that it is not inconsistent with truth.”* But the question 
more immediately before us is, how far this speculation of § 
Hippolytus contradicts, or is inconsistent with Purgatory. 
Certainly the souls of the just might be detained even from 
comparative felicity, for a time, in that state which we cal 
Purgatory, and this would not be incompatible with the opinior 
of this Father, nor is it at all contradicted by his fanciful ἀπὸ 
erroneous speculation. The testimony, however, of a witness s¢ 
much in error on the condition of souls after death must_ 
wholly inadmissible. το . 
What could Mr. Faber hope to effect by his final quota 
from St. Cyprian? The passage has not the slightest beari 
upon the question. St. Cyprian exhorts to repentance in this li 
because after death, there is no longer any place for repent 
Which of us ever maintained any other doctrine? St. Cypri 
urges the sinner to repent, and to hope for forgiveness, assurim 
him in these words: “ Pardon is granted to him who confesse 
“and to him who believes, a salutary indulgence is granted 
“the divine goodness: and he passes in death itself to immor 
“tality.’+ Mr. Faber’s urging this reminds me of the go 
friar who not remembering at the moment the right versidl 
to be intoned, gave out as a substitute: Sanctus Franciscus est i 
celo, Alleluia: to which the brethren in the choir as reat 
* Alios ita lego: ut quantalibet sanctitate doctrinaque preepolleant, ἢ | 
ideo verum putem, quia ipsi ita senserunt, sed quia mihi vel per illos au 
canonicos, vel probabili ratione quod a vero non abhorreat, pers 18 


potuerunt.—S. Aue. Ep. 82, alias 19 ad S. Hieron. Cap. i. ay 4 
+ Venia confitenti datur: et credenti indulgentia salutaris de divina pi 


τις 


conceditur : δέ ad immortalitatem, sub ipsa morte, transitur. St. Cypr. Ae 
Demetriam. ie ἘΝ 


, 
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responded: Quis dubitat de eo? Alleluia. We doubt not that 

a man passes to a blissful immortality after death, provided he 

has received that full pardon and plenary indulgence which 
—elears him from every stain and debt of satisfaction: but as 

these are the privileges of few, the happiness of less perfect 

souls may be retarded by a previous Purgatory, though they pass 

on their way to it, or are justly entitled to it in due time from 
the moment of their departure. | 

_ And now what has Mr. Faber mustered, as positive evidence 
against Purgatory? Nothing contradictory to it, nothing incom- 
patible with it. His witnesses, have either attested what we 
readily admit, or have adopted erroneous opinions long ago 
exploded on the subject of the souls departed, though even those 
speculations were not irreconcilable with the belief of that state 
_ which we call Purgatory. 

Mr. Faber cannot deny the primitive practice of praying for 
the dead: and he is fully aware that the existence of such a 
practice is the triumphant evidence of the primitive belief of some 
state of souls in the other world, where such prayers could bring 
relief and refreshment. He attempts to evade this inevitable 
inference, by repeating his former statement, that such prayers 
were offered solely to obtain for the just a share in the first 
resurrection. This I have already shewn to be a pretence totally 
unwarrantable.* The only ground upon which Mr. Faber rests, 
is the opinion of Tertullian, who considered that the soul might 
_ be detained in prison to expiate some small faults till the second 
resurrection. But I have shewn that though Tertullian had 
adopted the erroneous idea of a first resurrection in the sense of 
- the Millenarians, that his words still plainly proceed upon the 
᾿ essential principle of our doctrine of Purgatory, namely, that 
there is in the other world some state of souls, detained from 
| bliss in expiation of debts due to the divine justice; and 
that the prayers of the faithful may benefit such souls, and 
| bring them refreshment. ‘Though Tertullian had mixed up the 
’ Millenarian error with his correct belief as to this middle state of 
ἢ departed souls, Mr. Faber is not warranted in his pretence that 


* See Section I. of the present Chapter, page 557. 
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the whole was an unauthorised speculation of his own. He we Ὶ 
knows that Tertullian ranks oblations for the dead 8ῖηοὶ 
Apostolical Traditions.** St. Clement of Alexandria δα. 
a true Christian, says that he has compassion on those W Ἵ Ὶ 
being chastised after death, are compelled by paniehncm | 
confess their σελ. St. Chrysostom assures us that it had been 

ordained by the Apostles that prayers for the dead should k 
made in celebrating the tremendous mysteries.{ And whe 
Aerius in the rile century, denied the utility of prayers for th 
dead, this heresy was condemned by the universal Church; 
plain proof that the practice which he opposed was of primitiy 
and apostolical observance.|| It is therefore utterly false an 
unjust to represent a belief in Purgatory as a mere speculati Q 
of Tertullian, in consequence of the Millenarian error which I 
had adopted. 

Yet as if this sorry pretence of his own, were a fully establial 
truth, Mr. Faber proceeds upon it with all the bGronteaeg whi | 
characterises his system, and affecting to suppose his re 
satisfied that the apostolic practice of praying for the deadil 
merely some Millenarian or Montanist phantasy first started ᾿ 
Tertullian, he builds upon his own impudent basis, the equal 
disgraceful assertion, that it “was not suffered, in the gradu 
‘‘ corruption of the once sincere Church, to lie silently dorman 
“ It is mentioned with grave approbation by Cyril of Jerusalem 
“ who flourished about the middle of the fourth century : the . 

“ he fairly confesses, that many even then denied, that the sou 
of the departed could be at all benefitted ἣν the prayers offer 
‘“c up.” 4 

Thus does this graceless controvertist treat the doctri 
the holy and venerable catechist, St. Cyril, Bishop of Jerusaler 


* Tertuu. De Corona Cap. iii. ae 
+ Olxtespor Tes μετὰ ϑάνατον Taidevoueves δια TNS κολάσεως ἐὠκεσὶ 
ἐξομολογέμενες. —S. Crem. ALEx. Stromatum. Lib, vii. N. 12. 
οὐ Ὁ 5. Curysost. Hom. 3, in Epist. ad Philipp. T, ii. p. 217. Ed. Hoy 
|| See Sr. EpipHanius Heres. 75, n. 3, and St. Aucustin L. de ἢ 
Ο. 53. 


This misrepresentation of Tertullian’s words will be fully exposed att ἢ 
end of this Section. ; 
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But imagine that illustrious pastor, surrounded by his fervent 
converts newly baptized, and carefully instructing them in 
the Church of Jerusalem, in full sight of the holy mount 
of Calvary, in that one only true doctrine which our crucified 
Saviour sealed with his precious blood; and then ask yourself 
if there could be one cold and captious sophist upon earth, 
besides George Stanley Faber, who would dare to represent 
that holy Bishop as deluding his confiding converts by what he 
calls the heresy-propped speculation of the Montanist Ter- 
tullian? Who but a man of hopeless perversity like himself 
would hint at the bare possibility of that illustrious Father, 
in the fourth century, either mistaking an heretical speculation 
for the true doctrine of the Apostles, or inculcating to his dear 
children any point of belief, which he could not fully convince 
‘them to be sound and primitive. Here was no insidious heretic 
broaching unheard of doctrine in some obscure conventicle: 
here was no inferior ecclesiastic uttering dubious opinions, or 
advancing his own unauthorized speculations: but the learned, 
saintly and celebrated Bishop of Jerusalem itself, publicly 
proclaiming to his flock the undoubted doctrine and practice of 
the Catholic Church of Christ. Not only this: but he authori- 
tatively rectified the erroneous opinion of many uninstructed 
Catholics, whom he had heard express doubts as to the departed 
deriving benefit from the prayers of the faithful. These are his 
memorable words: We pray for “all in general who have 
“died among us; believing that this will be a very great 
“assistance to those souls, for whom prayer is offered, while 
“the holy and tremendous victim lies before us. And I 
“wish to persuade you of this by an example. For I have 
“known many speak thus: what doth it profit a soul departed 
“out of this world either with or without sins, to be remembered 
“with prayers? But now if some King should banish certain 
““ offenders, and if their friends should make a crown and offer it 
“to him in behalf of those under punishment, would he not 
“grant them a remission of the punishment? In like manner 
“we for the dead, offering supplications to him (God) even 
“although they be sinners, do not prepare a crown: but we 
4 Ὁ 2 
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“offer Christ slain for our sins, propitiating both for them an¢ 
“ ourselves the merciful God.’’* The man who after this can. 
doubt of the practice of praying for the dead being pure and — 
apostolical, deserves no serious refutation. : | 
St. Ambrose testifies in many places his belief in Purgatory, 
and in moving terms prays for the souls of his brother Satyrus, 
and the deceased emperors. But Mr. Faber cites a pas: 2 ᾿ 
from him, in which distinct mention is made of a purgatorial fire, 
which vehemently offends him, inasmuch as he considers it © 
“lamentable mierspprehepaien of the true and only principle 
“ὁ meritorious expiation.” Few I suspect will hesitate whethe 
the illustrious Doctor St. Ambrose, or the Bachelor of Divini YY 
of Long Newton better apprehended the meritorious expiation 
of Christ; for I suppose that allusion is here made to the ole 
Calvinist calumny, that purgatorial satisfaction would make void 
the cross of Christ. Whoever thus argues, certainly labour 
under a “lamentable mis-apprehension.” For, as the Counei 
of Trent has so sublimely noted: “ Whilst we suffer in satis. 
“ faction for our sins, we are made conformable to Christ Jes ’ 
“ who has satisfied for our sins, from whom is all our sufficie: 
“ having also thence a most certain pledge, that if we suffer witl 
‘him we shall also be glorified with him.” This is the tru 
Catholic principle of our meritorious satisfaction. In Purgatory 
indeed there can be no merit, but there can still be penal satis- 
faction, which can profit souls departed in grace and charity 
though not without some defilement of lesser sins, or debts du 
to the divine justice. The objected passage of St. Ambros¢ 
supposes that some souls may remain in Purgatory even after 
the Last Judgment; but here he had adopted an erroneous 
opinion, which some few other Fathers held. On the principk 
of Purgatory, these venerable men were agreed; but on i 
circumstantial details it is no wonder that they differed, when n γι 
decision of the Church had been given. This is the passage 
“But they who come not to the first resurrection, publ . 
“reserved till the second, these shall burn till they shall accom: Ἷ 
* The original Greek will be found quoted above, Chapter IV. Section I. | 


pages 289 and 290. i 
+ Conciu. Trip. Sess. wiv. Cap. 8. as 
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 plish the time between the first and second resurrection ; or if 
“they shall not have accomplished it, they shall remain longer 
“in punishment. Let us, therefore, pray that we may deserve 
“‘to have part in the first resurrection.”* It affords invincible 
evidence that the holy Father believed in a state of detention and 
purgation for some souls preparatory to their admission into 
Heaven. St. Ambrose therefore held a Purgatory. 

Finally Mr. Faber makes a great stir about the sentiments of 
St. Augustin, on the subject of Purgatory. It is well known that 
St. Augustin is copious and explicit on all that Catholic Faith 
obliges us to believe on this subject. But because St. Augustin 
at times expressed himself doubtfully as to the nature of the fire, 
and other circumstantial adjuncts, upon which revelation is silent, 
this restless sophist eagerly sets himself to the dishonourable 
attempt to invalidate the testimony of St. Augustin as to the 
essential dogma. Mark well his first specimen. St. Augustin 
observes, on the noted text of St. Paul that some shall be saved, 
yet so,as by fire, that some have misunderstood the Apostle, as if 
he taught that those who with faith in Christ, built upon that 
good foundation bad works, might still be saved by means of a 
purgatorial fire. But to this St. Augustin opposes numerous 
texts of Scripture which, besides faith, require charity and good 
works, if we hope to be saved. And he obviously concludes that 
they must either abandon their interpretation of St. Paul’s 
ambiguous words, or pronounce so many other plain passages, 
false. St. Augustin writes thus in his treatise On Faith and 
Works, and so manifestly urges the impossibility of being saved 
at all without good works, that it would seem that no mortal 
could doubt or distort his meaning. Mr. Faber however thinks 
few passages proof against his powers. And he actually would 
persuade us that St. Augustin here denies a Purgatory! Should 
the reader have the least doubt of St. Augustin’s meaning, or of 
Mr. Faber’s dishonesty, he need only refer to the original 
passage, which I take at once from Mr. Faber’s own page.t Not 
a word further on the subject can be necessary. 


_  * §. Ampros. in Psalm I.—Enarrat. 
__t Quod (scil. 1, Cor. iii—10, 15) quidam ita intelligendum putant, ut 
ili videantur edificare super hoc fundamentum, aurum, argentum, lapides 
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In the next stage he is compelled to admit that St. Aug sti 7 
in another place had at that time at least “adopted some such 
“ indefinite speculation as that advocated by Tertullian and Cyril 
“of Jerusalem.” The passage is familiar to Catholics. “It is 
“ not to be doubted that the dead are assisted by the prayers of 
“the Church, and the salutary sacrifice, and alms, which are 
“ bestowed for their souls: so far that they are more mercifully 
“‘ dealt with by the Lord, than their sins have deserved. % 
“ the universal Church observes this as handed down from t 
“ Fathers, that we should pray for those departed in 
“communion of the body and blood of Christ, when they a 
“ commemorated in their place at the same sacrifice, and that 
“ should also be offered for them. . . . There is not the least roo 
“ for doubt that these are beneficial to the dead; but to such 
“ them only who have so lived before death, as that these thin 
“ may be useful to them after death.”* ὺ 
Mr. Faber cannot deny that here is plain evidence of a bel 
in Purgatory. St. Augustin speaks of prayers for the dead‘ 
the practice of the universal Church, by tradition from ἢ 
Fathers. When it is remembered that this holy man lived le 
than 300 years from the very age of the Apostles, it must! 
granted that he was not likely to mistake an unauthorised al 
“indefinite speculation,” for an universal, and apostolit 
tradition. i, 
Mr. Faber next alludes to the language of St. Augustin” 
another treatise, where, he says, “ with most unfelicitous disrege 
“of the very opinion expressed by himself in his Treatise) 
“ Faith and Works, he half inclines to think: that the fire, whi 
pretiosos, qui fidei que in Christo est dona opera adjiciunt : illi aute 
foenum, ligna, stipulam ; qui, cum eandem fidem habeant, male oper 
Unde arbitrantur, per quasdam pcenas ignis eos posse purgari ad salu 
ercipiendo meritum fundamenti.—Si ergo hee omnia, (scil. 1, Cor. xiii. 
ἐν ὧν. ii 14; 1 Cor. νι. 9, 10 ; Gal. ν. 19,21 ; 1 Pet. iii. 21; Matt. xix.” 
Jac. ii. 20; Matt. xxv. 37,41; 1 Cor. xiii. 3) et cetera que innumeral 
per omnes Scripturas sine ambiguitate dicta reperiri possunt, falsa eru 
poterit verus esse ille intellectus de lignis et foeno et stipula, quod hi sa 
erunt per ignem, gui, solam in Christum fidem tenentes, bona opera m 
leverunt. Si autem ista et vera et clara sunt : procul dubio, in illa Apost 
sententia alius requirendus est intellectus.—S. Auc. de Fid. et oper. δ. : 


Op. Vol. 177. p. 28, 29. Vide etiam in Lid. De Octo Dulcitit Quest. 
* S. Aue. Serm, rrvit. - ΟἿ. 
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“ St, Paul mentions as burning the defective works of a Christian 
“ though the Christian himself is saved as by fire, may perhaps 
“ be a Purgatory; through the fire of which all must pass alike.” 
For the first part of this assertion, Mr. Faber might) well be 
covered with confusion, if he knew how to blush. For not only 
‘is the real meaning of St. Augustin apparent in the original 
passage, as just above shewn; but in the Treatise now before us, 
the same words are introduced again, expressly to answer a 
question of Dulcitius, whether there will be any final forgiveness 
for the sinners in Hell. St. Augustin quotes from his former 
Book On Faith and Works, and proves that those who had» led 
wicked lives could have no hope of salvation, though baptized in 
the faith of Christ. It is grossly injurious to the Holy Father 
to accuse him of disregarding his own opinion in the present 
Treatise. For here he expresses indeed a belief that some will 
be saved by fire, but he distinctly states that they are not the 
wicked, but those of the just whose works were imperfect: but 
not those, “ of whom it is said, that they shall not possess the 
“ kingdom of God, unless the same crimes are remitted to them 
“ being duly.penitent.”* Mr. Faber brings another false accu- 
sation, when he makes St. Augustin declare that both the saints 
and the imperfect just must all pass alike through the fire of 
Purgatory. St. Augustin does not say this: but that both must 
pass alike through the fiery trial and tribulation of God’s judg- 
ment: “ For the fire of which the Apostle Paul spoke in that 
“ place, must be understood to be such as that both may pass 
“through it: that is, both he who builds upon this foundation 
“gold, silver, precious stones; and he who builds wood, hay, 
“stubble. For when he had said this, he added, the fire shall 
“ prove every one’s work, of what sort it is. If any man’s work 
“abide, which he hath built thereupon: he shall receive a 
“reward. But if any man’s work burn, he shall suffer loss: but 
“he himself shall be saved, yet so as by fire.t The fire therefore 


* See next Note. 
_ t Ignis enim, de quo (eo loco) locutus est Apostolus Paulus, talis debet 
intelligi, ut ambo per eum transeant: id est, et qui edificat super hoc funda- 
mentum, aurum, argentum, lapides preciosos: et qui edificat lignum, 
feenum, stipulam. Cum enim ge dixisset, adjunxit, uniuscujusque opus 
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“ will prove the work, not of one but of both of them.” 
means evidently the fiery trial of God’s judgment, distinguishir 
this from the fire spoken of in the last sentence, which § 
Augustin in common with other Fathers understood of a 
purgatorial fire. If Mr. Faber had possessed that candour wh 
ought essentially to adorn every controvertist, he would not hax 
concealed from his readers that memorable passage of | 
Augustin on the Psalms, which so clearly proves his belief i 
Purgatory, as well as the sense in which he understood the ab OV 
words of the Apostle: “If they built gold, silver, preciou 
“ stones, they would be secure from both fires; not only fi ΟἹ 
“ that eternal one, which is to torment the wicked for ever; bu 
‘ also from that which will correct those, who shall be saved bi 
“fire. For it is said: But he himself shall be saved, yet so as b 
“ fire. And because it is said, he shall be saved, that fire i 
“ὁ contemned. So plainly although saved by fire: that fire νυ 
“ be more grievous than any thing that man can suffer in th | 
“ life.”* Now let Mr. Faber repeat his graceless assertions the 
St. Augustin contradicted himself, and taught that all must p aS , 
alike through Purgatory. The Holy Father with perfect consist 
ency taught that those even in the true faith could not be save 
if they built upon that foundation works decidedly wicked ; an 
that such could have no hope of being saved through the fire ol 
Purgatory. He taught that the just must all pass alike throug 
the fiery ordeal of God’s judgment, from which however thos 
who were perfectly just, and had built gold, silver, and precio i 


quale sit, ignis probabit. Si cujus opus permanserit, quod supereedificat : 
mercedem accipiet. Si cujus opus autem exustum fuerit, damna patietur 
ipse autem salvus erit, sic tamen quasi per ignem..,.... Tale aliquid etial 
post hanc vitam fieri incredibile non est, et utrum ita sit queeri potest, et a 
inveniri, aut latere, nonnullos fideles per ignem quemdam purgatoriun 
quanto magis, minusve bona pereuntia dilexerunt, tanto tardius citiusq! 
salvari: non tamen tales, de quibus dictum est, quod regnum Dei non pos 
debunt, nisi convenienter pcoenitentibus eadem crimina remittantur. Ἂν 
Aveust, De octo Dulcit. Quest. sa 

* Si edificarent autem aurum, argentum, lapides pretiosos, et de utroqe 
igne securi essent ; non solum de illo eterno, qui in zternum cruciatur 
est impios : sed etiam de illo qui emendabit eos, qui per ignem salvi erut 
Dicitur enim, ,[pse autem salvus erit, sic tamen quasi per ignem. Et qui 
dicitur, salvus erit, contemnitur ille ignis. Ita plane quamvis salvi Ὁ 
ignem : gravior tamen erit ille ignis, quam quicquid potest homo pati in b 
vita.—S. AvG. Enarrat. in Ps. 37. 


He a 
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stones, would have nothing to apprehend. But he also taught 
that those among the just who were imperfect, would suffer a 
corrective fire, more dreadful than any suffering in this life. 
I need not transcribe Mr. Faber’s next long quotation from 
St. Augustin, as he himself has nothing to object to it. He 
cites it merely to shew that the holy Father did finally adopt in 
principle our dogma of Purgatory. It will suffice to state the 
_ substance of the passage. It teaches that the transitory fire by 
which the Apostle says that some shall be saved, purifies us 
from small sins, and that we shall, if we deserve that fire, remain 
therein, till our smaller sins are entirely cleansed away.* Mr. 
‘Faber represents St. Augustin as having finally adopted the 
‘principle of Purgatory, after much vacillation, which, he con- 
tends, could not have occurred, “had the modern Latin doctrine 
een invariably the familiar doctrine of the entire Catholic 

* Church from the very beginning.” But the faith of the Catholic 
Church is simply that there is a Purgatory, in which souls are 
detained: whatever vacillation St. Augustin may have had as to 
the circumstances, he had none as to the essential principle ; and 
‘therefore his vacillation affords not the slightest ground to 
conclude that our faith at the present day was not that of the 
entire Catholic Church from the very beginning. 

To establish a difference between our doctrine and that of St. 
ρου, Mr. Faber repeats his assertion that the Holy Father 
‘understood the purgatorial fire to be that which consumes the 

world at the day of judgment. He attempts a proof from a 
‘passage on the Psalms, where St. Augustin says in substance,— 
alluding to a verse which he had cited from Genesis xv. 12. 
And when the sun was setting, a deep sleep fell upon Abram, and 
ἃ great and darksome horror seized upon him; that the fur- 
nace shall come, for Abram sat there till the evening, and a 
) great terror of the day of judgment came upon him. The 
evening is the end of the world, and that furnace to come, the 
day of judgment. Then in allusion to the noted text of St. 
Paul, the Holy Father adds, that the furnace shall come; and 
* S. Aue. Serm. De Sanctis. Serm. 4. : 
4 5 


602 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. vr, 


shall burn the wood, hay, and stubble. But he himself shall ΤΊ 
saved, yet so as by fire* a 

Mr. Faber cites for the same purpose two passages from that 
Holy Father’s Book On the City of God. “ We must unders rani Ἷ 
“9 the sons of Levi δηὰ Juda and Jerusalem, of the Church of God 
“ itself, .... such as it will then be, like a barn floor by ventila= 
“ tion, so purified by the last judgment, those also being cleansed 
“ by fire, to whom such cleansing is necessary, so that there ma 
“be none at all to offer sacrifice for his sins.”+ The oth 
passage is as follows: “ Will any one say that the time of th 
“ faith is to be equalled with that end, when those shall | 
“ cleansed by the fire of the last judgment, who offer sacrifice 
“in justice ἢ The utmost to be inferred from these passage 
would not affect the principle of Purgatory, nor place St. Augu 
tin’s belief in opposition to that of the Catholic Church. — S 
Augustin, like St. Ambrose, may have supposed some purgato 
pains after the last judgment; but he did not the less belie 
that some souls were detained in Purgatory immediately aft 
death. Here the reader will see another glaring specimen 
Mr. Faber’s want of candour. He could eagerly quote thre 
passages, which seemed to favour the belief which he wished | 
attribute to St. Augustin: but he could not cite others whi 
speak very differently. The passages which he gives seem, it: 
true, to convey the opinion of purgatorial pains at the 
judgment, but other passages will prove that St. Augustin 
held a Purgatory Jefore the last day. i] 

St. Augustin says in the same work: “But some sufi 
“temporary pains in this life only, others after death, othe 
“ both now and then, but before that most severe and final 76 


i 


δ 


* S. Aua. in Psalm ciit. enarratio. of 

+ Filios autem Levi et Juda et Hierusalem, ipsam Dei Ecclesiam debem 
accipere, qualis tunc erit velut area per ventilationem, ita per judicit 
purgata novissimum, eis quoque igne mundatis, quibus talis munda 
necessaria est, ita ut nullus omnino sit, qui offerat sacrificium pro pe 
suis. 5. Aucust. De Civit. Dei. Lib. vx. Cap. 25. {5 
{ Nunquid dicturus est quispiam hujus fidei tempus illi fini esse coequi 
dum, quando igne judicii novissimi mundabuntur, qui offerunt hostias ἵπ 
justitia? Ibid. Cap. 26. a 
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“ ment.”* 1 ask if any words could more clearly evidence 
belief in a Purgatory before the last day? Yet Mr. Faber 
suppresses this evidence, and makes his own comment, as if no 
such words had been written by St. Augustin. But the Holy 
Father says in another place, what must overturn Mr. Faber’s 
imputation altogether. ‘‘ Whoever therefore wishes to escape 
“everlasting punishments,. . . . let him believe that there will be 
“ no future purgatorial pains, except before that last and tremen- 
“ dous judgment.”’+ Now what must be thought of the man who 
would maintain that St. Augustin believed the purgatorial fire to 
be that of the last day? Mr. Faber may reply that the passages 
which he cited appeared to warrant his assertion: but when the 
Saint is known to have so distinctly stated the contrary, would not 
an honourable controvertist have inferred that the former passages 
might bear a different meaning? He would have searched the 
Holy Father more diligently ; and he would have found another 
remarkable passage, which removes all difficulty. Mr. Faber 
boldly asserts, that St. Augustin’s purgatory was not before the 
day of judgment, and that his prayers for the dead would not be 
for the liberation of the soul from a present purgatory, but to 
give it “ a better passage through the future transitory fire at the 
general consummation.” But had he honestly exhibited this 
Holy Father, he would have noticed the following passage, which 
may alone suffice to decide what St. Augustin really believed. 
Speaking of such as had departed after an imperfect life, he says: 
“ It is manifest that such persons being purified before the day 
“ of judgment by temporal punishments, which their souls suffer, 
* are not to be delivered to the punishments of eternal fire when 
“they have again received their bodies. If such be the case, 
“ what is to be said of those, who are found with such a life at 
“the day of judgment, that is, those whom that day shall find 
“alive, since they must die and rise again as it were in one 


* Sed temporaneas peenas alii in hac vita tantum, alii post mortem, alii 
et nunc et tunc, veruntamen ante judicium illud severissimum novissi- 
mumque patiuntur. S.Avue. De Civ. Dei. Lib. evi. Cap. 13.» 

+ Quisquis igitur cupit peenas evadere sempiternas,.... Purgatorias autem 
penas nullas futuras opinetur, nisi ante illud ultimum tremendumque 
judicium. 5. Aue. De Civ. Dei. Lib. xxi. Cap. 16. 


452 
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“ moment, and there is no time either for the prayer of the 
“ saints to be heard in their behalf, or for them to be purified 
“ by temporal punishment before the judgment: Are we to say 
“ that they will be delivered to eternal fire at the time of i 1 
“ judgment, and never to be released from it, whom we δι 
“ supposed to have led such a life, as that if they had died befor ) 
“the judgment they would have been cleansed by temporal 
“ punishment and the prayers of the saints?... .. As after the 
ἐξ resurrection of the dead there will not be wanting those to 
“ whom mercy will be granted, after those pains, which the sou 
“ of the dead suffer, so that they may not be cast into eterni 
“‘ fire,”’* ἢ 

This single passage nullifies all Mr. Faber’s pretensions. ἢ 
asserts that the Purgatory held by St. Augustin was to begin 
the day of judgment :—but the Holy Father here plainly sp eal 
_ of souls punished and purified before that awful day. Mr. Fab 
asserts that the prayers for the dead recommended by -. : 
Augustin, were not for the liberation of a soul from ὦ pre: en 
Purgatory ;—but St. Augustin here distinctly teaches that impel 
fect Christians are cleansed before the last judgment both b 
temporal punishment and the prayers of the saints. These the 
were evidently the real sentiments of St. Augustin on the subje 
of Purgatory; and they precisely accord with those of th 
Catholic Church at the present day. If in the passages adduce 
by Mr. Faber, St. Augustin appears to have held a Purgatory 
the end of the world, the above quotation affords good reason ‘ 
believe that he supposed such purgation for such only as died 
short a time before that terrible day, as to allow of no space f 


4 
+ 


* Tales etiam constat ante judicii diem per peenas temporales, quas ec " 


spiritus patiuntur purgatos recepti corporibus «terni ignis suppliciis ἢ 
tradendos. Quod si ita est, quid dicendum est de his, qui in simili V 
inveniuntur in die judicii, id est, quos hujusmodi dies ille viventes invené 
cum quodammodo uno momento moriantur et resurgant, et non sit spatiu 
ut pro eis aut oratio sanctorum possit audiri, aut eorum ante judicit 
temporali peena purgari: nunquid dicendi sunt eterno igni nunquam abs 
vendi tradi posse tempore judicii, quibus vitam talem egisse concedimus, 
si ante judicium mortui essent, temporali supplicio ac sanctorum orationib 
mundarentur?....Sicut etiam facta resurrectione mortuorum non deerv 
quibus post pcenas, quas patiuntur spiritus mortuorum, impertiatur mise 
cordia, ut in ignem non mittantur eternum. S. Au. De Civit. Dei. Lib. & 
Cap. 24. | we 
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their being detained in temporary punishment. For such he 
might suppose the fire of the great final consummation to be the 


appointed punishment. But however this might be, it is certain 


_ that the principle of St. Augustin’s belief was precisely our own; 


and this suffices to establish our legitimate claim to the evidence 
of that eminent Father for the doctrine of Purgatory. 


_ Mr. Faber, resuming his argument, contends that Tertullian, 


_$t. Ambrose and St. Augustin mutually differed from each other 
on Purgatory, and that our present doctrine differs from all 
three. We have seen that Tertullian believed in a state of 
souls detained in suffering before the general resurrection.* 
This is sufficient to establish his belief in a Purgatory the 
game in its essential. principle with that now held in the 
Catholic Church. But Mr. Faber informs us that this was a 
mere Montanist speculation of Tertullian, after he had fallen 


into heresy : for, he says, Tertullian himself pretends to have had 


it revealed to him by the Paraclete, the name by which Mon- 


tanus was blasphemously designated by his deluded followers. 
This Mr. Faber repeats in three several places, as a certain fact, 
the discovery of which gave him no doubt supreme pleasure. 
But he has no right to such an interpretation of Tertullian’s 


words. They cannot be proved to have any reference to Mon- 


tanus. He testifies, not that the Paraclete had made any reve- 
lation to him, but that the Paraclete had very often promised 
gifts to pious souls, which were not to be deferred till the day of 


judgment, but were enjoyed by them at present, and would 
abide with them for ever. This alludes, undoubtedly, to the 
_ Various gifts of the Holy Ghost himself, especially as Montanus 


taught nothing in the least affecting the present question. Ter- 
itian had been proving that the soul was capable of suffering 
before the last day, and likewise of rejoicing ; and he very 


| naturally adds, that such rejoicing is a part of the promised 
gifts of the Holy Ghost, the true Paraclete : “ This also the 


“ Paraclete has very often intimated, (or promised) if his words 
* are admitted with a knowledge of the promised gifts.”+ This 


* See above, page 557 et na. 
on Hoc etiam Paracletus frequentissime commendavit, si quis sermones 
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clear statement Mr. Faber misrepresents, by a disgraceful sup- 
pression of the latter half of the sentence ; and so pretends thi 
it was a revelation of Montanus in favour of Purgatory ! These, 
reader, are the honourable resources of Faberism. 4 
Thus has Mr. Faber notoriously failed in his attempt ὁ 
invalidate the testimony of Tertullian. He next admits that § 
Ambrose contended for a positive fiery Purgatory before the la 
judgment, though in some cases he would extend it beyom 
This latter opinion of St. Ambrose was erroneous, as the general 
belief of the Church has testified ; but this did not affect th 
sound faith of that profound Doctor of the Church on the main 
principle of Purgatory. Mr. Faber says, that it does not appé 
where St. Ambrose learned the doctrine. This, I presume, 
intended to convey the idea that St. Ambrose stood alone in. 
generation as to this doctrine of a positive fiery Purgatory. Bi 
before Mr. Faber can be entitled to’ make any such insinuatiot 
will he inform us where so many illustrious cotemporaries ¢ 
St. Ambrose learned the same doctrine ? Where did St. Grege 
of Nyssa learn to speak thus positively of a purgatorial fire 
“The divine wisdom found this thought, ...... that (mai 
“ might again eagerly hasten to his former felicity ...... eith 
“ purified during this present life by prayer and wisdom, or aft 
“his departure hence by the furnace of purgatorial fire. 
And again : “ Having learned, after his departure from the body 
“the difference between virtue and vice, by his not being ab 
“to be a partaker in the divinity, unless the purgatorial fi 
“ cleansed away the defilement adhering to the βου]. At 


ce moe Ne χρυ αροιοδι 
; 


Ὕ 


ejus ex agnitione promissorum charismatum admiserit. TERTULEG 
Anima Cap. 58. 
- * Ταύτην εὗρεν ἡ σοφία Te Θεου πὴν ἐπίνοιαν; alee Ae ὡς πά 


δρομησῃ [ἄνθρωπος] Sua τὴς ἐπιδυμίας ἑκουσίως πρὸς τὴν ps ‘ 
panaproTnras, vous NTO xara τὴν mapovoay ζωὴν, διὰ προσευχῆς 
καὶ φιλοσοφίας ἐκκαϑαρϑεὶς, ἢ μετὰ τὴν ἐνθὲνδε μετανὼς σιν, 
τὴς τὸ καθαρσίε πυρὸς χωνείας.--ϑ. Greco. ΝΎΒΒΕΝ:--) 9 Mortuis ΟἹ ᾽ 
Op. Tom. ii. Paris, 1615. pag. 1066. "4 

+ Μετὰ τὴν ἐκ τὸ σώματος ἔξοδον γνὸς τὴς ὠρετὴς τὸ πρὸς τὴν κακὴ 
δίαφορον, & ἐν τῷ μὴ δύνασθαι; μετασχεὶν τὴς ϑειότητος, μὴ τῇ nab pa 
πυρὸς τὸν ἐμμεχθέντα TH Lux ῥύπον dronadipavT¢e—Ibid. ». 1067. Ἵ 
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again: “ But others, after their departure, casting away in the 
© purgatorial fire the propensity to material things.”* 
_. Where did St. Jerom learn his belief of a temporary purgation 
_ by fire for some, in contra-distinction to the eternal punishment 
of others? “And as we believe the eternal torments of all 
' “infidels and the wicked who have said in their heart: There is 
no God: so we believe the sentence of the judge will be 
“moderate and mixed with clemency for sinners and the wicked 
_ “who are nevertheless Christians, whose works are to be proved 
“and purged in fire.”+ 
Where did St. Hilary learn that every idle word was to be 
_ expiated hereafter by fire? ‘Since we are to render an account 
for every idle word, shall we desire the day of judgment, in 
“which that unwearied fire is to be suffered, in which those 
severe punishments must be undergone that the sins of the 
“soul may be expiated?”{ Here we have both Greek and 
Latin Fathers, Fathers of Italy and Gaul, all contemporary with 
St. Ambrose, and all maintaining a purgatorial fire. When Mr. 
Faber can inform us where these learned their doctrine, he will 
_be satisfied where St. Ambrose learned the same. 

Of St. Augustin we have said more than enough to prove that 
he did not differ in his belief of Purgatory, as to its principle, or 
any material feature, either from Tertullian or St. Ambrose. 

Nor does the doctrine held at this day in the Catholic Church 
differ, as Mr. Faber affirms, from all three. For I need only 
-Tepeat what was carefully laid down in the beginning of this 
Chapter, that we believe no more on the subject of Purgatory as 
matter of divine faith, than that there is such a state of souls, 


᾿ς κΚὶ Τῶν δὲ λοιπῶν Sia τὴς cis ὕστερον ὠγωγὴς ἐν τῷ καθαρσίω πυρὶ 
ἡ ὠποξαλύντων τὴν πρὸς τὴν ὕλην προσπάθειαν.---Ἰῤϊά, p. 1068. 
_ 4 Sicut diaboli et omnium negatorum atque impiorum, qui dixerunt in 
- corde suo: Non est Deus, credimus eterna tormenta: sic peccatorum atque 
- impiorum et tamen Christianorum, quorum opera in igne probanda sunt 
_ atque purganda, moderatam arbitramur et mistam clementiz sententiam 
 judicis. S. Hieron. in fine Comment. in Esaiam. ὁ 
ΟΣ Cum ex omni otioso verbo rationem simus prestituri, diem judicii 
_ concupiscemus, in quo nobis est ille indefessus ignis subeundus, in quo 
/ subeunda sunt gravia illa expiande a peccatis anime supplicia, S. Hinar. 
— Prerav Tract. in Ps. cxviii, Littera. iit. 
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and that those detained therein are helped by the prayers of ἔ e 
faithful. No more than this is required by Catholic Faith noy ws 
no more was required from the beginning. Thus Mr. Faber 
quite wrong in asserting that if our modern doctrine had bee a 
that of the primitive Church, these strange variations could not 
have occurred. He ought to know that these variations aff 
not the essential dogma of Purgatory: they relate only to it 
accidental circumstances. On all these the Church is si 4 
because revelation has been silent ; and consequently of all the 
we may dispute, believe, or ehelivve as we judge best, wit no 
prejudice to the substantial doctrine of Catholic Faith. a 

The doctrine of Purgatory has now been proved primitive ar 
apostolical. When rightly understood and impartially considere 
is it not a doctrine worthy of our merciful Redeemer ; establis 
ing, as it does, a holy and consolatory communion of charital ab 
offices between the faithful on earth, and their brethren gone 
little before them with the sign of faith? Is it not a reflectic 
full of comfort to the survivor, that he may solidly benefit h 
departed friends’ by those pious prayers, which so natural 
ascend from a heart in anguish and desolation? Is it not ev 
for us who are yet alive, a source of enlivening hope, whe 
reflecting on the consummate purity required to enter Heave 
to consider that when we shall fail, there will be our frie nd 
surviving, who by fervent prayers will help to procure our mo 
speedy reception into the everlasting dwellings of bliss? Or ig 
not such considerations to convince every impartial mind tl 
such a state of things is at least desirable? Yes: and when 5 
mind considers the strong body of evidence here actinic 
proof that Purgatory and Prayers for the Dead have Deed | 
constant belief and practice of the Church from the begin ΗΝ q 
he will acknowledge it most rational to embrace a belief, 
desirable in itself, and so incontrovertibly established. ib 
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CHAPTER VII. 


SAINTS—-IMAGES-—RELICS-——-CROSSES. 


Section 1.—DocrRingE AND PRACTICE OF THE CATHOLIC CHURCH, ΑΒ 
TO HONOURING AND INVOKING SAINTS, AND VENERATING 
HOLY IMAGES, RELICS AND CROSSES,—VINDICATED. 


The Chapter in Mr. Faber’s book, which comes now to be 
‘considered, is headed as follows: Saint-worship, Image-worship, 
Relic-worship, Cross-worship. Such a nomenclature is very 
disgraceful, and would be found, I believe in the pages of few, if 
any controvertists of the present day, save those of Mr. Faber. 
Our accusers have gone out one by one; but Mr. Faber is deter- 
mined to be the last in inveterate bigotry and blind prejudice ; 
and when our religion and its professors are to be reviled, he 
stands ready with the first stone in the ranks of uncharitableness 
and injustice. Thus he so words the title of his Chapter, as to 
convey against us at once a fixed and abominable charge of 
idolatry, the grossest crime that the creature can commit 
against. his Creator. And he begins with assuring his reader 
that “the Church of Rome inculcates upon her members, the 
“the worship of saints and images and relics and crosses.” No 
matter to him that such an accusation would be met by every 
Catholic in the widé world with a solemn, emphatic, and 
indignant denial. No matter that Catholic divines have been 
Scrupulously careful to shew, that if ever the word worship is 
employed in reference to these creatures of God, it is never 
Intended to convey divine adoration, but a very inferior and 
and relative honour; and that to preclude all mistake, they have 
appropriated terms to express the precise kind of honor given to 
creatures, and distinguish it in the clearest manner from the 
divine adoration due to God alone. ΑἹ] this is shamefully set at 
nought by this hardened insulter of his conscientious brethren : 

4 F 
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“1 have no special concern,” he says, “ with those ingeniou 
“ distinctions between Latria and Dulia, between Positive Worship 
“and Relative Worship,” they often vanish altogether in practice, 
and they have been merely borrowed from Paganism. Supa o ἢ 
that I were to retort such ingenious shuffling in the case | | 
Transubstantiation, and teil Mr. Faber that I would have 1 no 
concern with his ingenious distinction of moral change, which |] 
“has devised for the purpose of escaping the very natural ani | 
“obvious charge of gross” absurdity in maintaining that a body 
can be really present, and yet not substantially present; wh | 
would be his reply ? He would repeat his frequent admonition 
that we are not to attend to what is said, but to what is mea 
and that every one must be allowed the very small orivilegall 
explaining his own meaning. And thus he would betray his 
present injustice and bigotry, in arrogantly setting aside our 
mode of explaining the precise degree of honour which we pay to 
saints, images, relics, and crosses. Protestants bow to the E ) 
Name of Jesus ; they reverently kiss the Bible, when they tal 
an oath; they bow before the king’s picture in some of the colo- 
nial governments ; they declare that with their bodies th 
worship their wives in the marriage service; what then could M 
Faber say, if I were to head a Chapter against his Church, δορᾶς, 
sing her of Name-worship, Book-worship, Imaau-worship, and 
Wife-worship ? ΠῚ 

Mr. Faber will have no special concern with our distinctions, 
because, as he alleges, they often vanish in practice,and sometimn a 
in the declarations of exaggerating doctors. This I shall nots 
to notice here, because it will be matter of discussion later. ἢ 
gives another reason for disregarding them ; that they have bee 4 
borrowed from Paganism: and this I reserve for the ἄν i 
Section, where it ‘shall meet with due attention. Mr. Faber 
proceeds to examine the grounds upon which the Counell 
Trent has declared that it is good and useful suppliantly to ἢ me q 
the saints,....that the relics of saints are fo be venerated by th 
Saithfut,. . api holy images are to be had and retained, espe ciall y 
in, shuietiad! and that due honour and veneration is to be give to 
them.* The Council declares that such doctrine and pre 


* ConciL. TRIDENT. Sessio ver Decretum De venerat. Sanctorum et int 
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have been received from the primitive times of the Christian 
_ Religion, and from the Holy Fathers, and are in accordance 
with the decrees of Councils. Mr. Faber lays down his own 
_ arbitrary canon with far more dogmatism than was ever exhibited 
_ by a Catholic Council,—that to substantiate the fact of the 
_ apostolicity of these practices, can only be accomplished, partly 
_ by the evidence of Scripture, and partly by the concurrent 
unbroken testimony of the first three centuries. Granting, for 
_ argument’s sake, but not conceding his dictation, I shall readily 
, prove that even within such arbitrary limits, our doctrine and 
- practice can be perfectly established. 

_ The proofs from Scripture which Mr. Faber transcribes are the 
following :— 


INVOCATION OF SAINTS. 


When thou didst pray with tears,....I offered thy prayer to 
the Lord.* 

Now the vision was in this manner: Onias, who had been high 
priest, a good and virtuous man, modest in his looks, gentle in his 
manners, and graceful in his speech, and exercised from a child 
in all virtues, holding up his hands, prayed for ali the people of 
the Jews. After this there appeared also another man, admirable 
for age and glory, and environed with great beauty and majesty. 
Then Onias answering, said: This is a lover of his brethren, and 
of the people of Israel: thisis he that prayeth much for the people , 
and for all the holy city, Jeremias the prophet of God.t+ 
1 say to you, there shall be joy before the Angels of God upon 
- one sinner doing penance.t 
_ The four and twenty ancients fell down before the Lamb, having 
᾿ every one of them harps, and golden vials full of odours, which 
_ are the prayers of saints.|| 


| * Tobias xii. 12. + 2 Machab. χν. 12—14. 

t St. Luke xv. 10. Ina'Note Mr. Faber denounces our translation of 
 μετανοῦντι by doing penance as very ludicrous and very inaccurate, ‘‘ the 
i " original Greek, as every schoolboy knows,” he adds, ‘‘ has nothing to do 
wit bodily austerities: it means, solely and exclusively, that change of 
_ ““mind which we call repentance.” See our translation vindicated and Mr. 
_ Faber’s pretension deservedly exposed, above, Chap. v. page 490. 

4 || Apoc. v. 8. 
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VENERATION OF HOLY RELICS. 


And he took up the mantle of Elias that fell from him....@ 
he struck the waters with the mantle of Elias,....and he sai 
Whereis now the God of Elias? And he struck the waters, a 
they were divided hither and thither, and Eliseus passed over.* 

And some that were burying a man, saw the rovers, and cast t 
body into the sepulchre of Eliseus. And when it had touched tl 
bones of Eliseus, the man came to life, and stood upon his feta 

And hehold a woman who was troubled with an issue of bl 
twelve years, came behind him, and touched the hem of his garn en 
For she said within herself: If I shall but touch his garments, 
shall be healed. But Jesus turning about and seeing her, sait 
Be of good heart, daughter, thy faith hath made thee whole. 4 
the woman was made whole from that hour.t 4 

They brought forth the sick into the streets, and laid them 
beds and couches, that when Peter came, his shadow at the 1 
might overshadow any of them, and they might be delivered fi 
their infirmities.|| 

And God wrought by the hand of Paul more than com 
miracles. So that even there were brought from his body to t 
sick, handkerchiefs and aprons, and the diseases departed fi 
them, and the wicked spirits went out of them.4 

USE OF HOLY IMAGES. 4 
a 
Thou shalt make ἊΝ two cherubims of beaten gold on the t 
᾿ sides of the oracle.** 
And the Lord said to him: Make a brasen serpent, and s 
up for a sign: whosoever being struck shall look on it, shall 1 
Moses therefore made a brasen serpent, and set it up for a 
which when they that were bitten looked upon, they were heale 

He destroyed the high places, and broke the statues in pi " 
and cut down the groves, and broke the brasen "ξ΄ ' oh i 


ἢ 


* 4 Kings ii. 13, 14. - + 4 Kings xiii. 21. { St. Matt. i 20. 
|] Acts v. 15. 4“ Acts xix. 11, 12. ** Exod. xxv. 18. 
ΤΊ Numb, xxi 8, 9. . 3 
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Moses had made ; for till that time the children of Israel burnt 
incense to it; and he called its name Nohestan (a little brass).* 

And all the walls of the temple round about he carved with 
᾿ς diwers figures and carvings: and he made in them cherubim and 
_ palm trees, and divers representations, as it were standing out, 
and coming forth from the wall.t | 

_ And he made a molten sea:....there were two rows cast of 
_ chamfered sculptures. And it stood upon twelve oxen:....and 
_ the brim thereof was like the brim of a cup, or the leaf of a 
crisped lily,.....: -and between the little crowns and ledges were 
lions, and oxen and cherubim.t 

_ Mr. Faber, after citing the above scriptural texts, proceeds to 

the evidences from the primitive Fathers. Before I follow him, 
Tet me apprize the reader that the only comment made by this 
-Ingenuous disputant on the above texts, is that they say not a 
‘single syllable respecting the invocation of saints, and relative 
: worship of images, relics, and crosses, as propounded by the 
Council of Trent. Thus he would rid himself at once of the 
whole pressure of those scriptural evidences. How he would. 
1 attempt to reconcile his hardy assertion with truth is more than 
I shall venture to guess. For assuredly the doctrines laid down. 
by the Council of Trent are amply borne out by the above 
passages. The Council decreed: that it is good and useful to~ 
invoke the saints, and that they offer their prayers to God for us. 
Accordingly, the texts from Tobias, Macchabees, St. Luke and 
the Apocalypse speak of the angels and saints praying for men, 

of their joy at a sinner’s conversion, which implies a knowledge 
and lively interest in those prayers which precede and accompany 

his repentance, and of the saints in, heaven treasuring up in 
golden vials the prayers of holy men upon earth, as a sweet 

odour to offer before the Lamb. Yet, aceording to Mr. Faber, 
the Scripture says not a single syllable to the purpose ! 

- The Council says, that holy images are to be had and retained 
with due honour and veneration, especially in the temples of God. 
_ The passages quoted from Exodus, Numbers, and Kings, prove 


ss κ- δα. 


* 4 Kings xviii. 4. + 3 Kings vi 29. 
. 13 Kings. vii. 23, 24, 25, 26, 29. 
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that holy images of cherubim and the brasen serpent, set up for 
a sign of our crucified Saviour, as he himself has told us,* were 
lawfully had and retained, since God himself commanded such 
to be placed in his own tabernacle and temple: and they mark 
the wide distinction between paying them due honour and 
veneration, and making them idols ; since when the Israelites had 
gone so far as to pay divine worship to the brasen serpent, King 
Ezechias did that which was good before the Lord in breaking it _ 
to pieces: a distinction which the Church of God has ever _ 
carefully made, though her enemies will not see it. Yet to all 
this Mr. Faber says not a single syllable! 

The Council again says of relics, that they are to be venerated _ 
by the faithful, as many benefits are conferred by the Almighty _ 
upon man by means of them. And the texts from the Books of 
Kings, from St. Matthew, and the Acts of the Apostles plainly ὦ 
support this decision. They prove that religious veneration was 
paid by the poor woman to the hem of our Saviour’s robe, and _ 
by the early Christians when they sought to touch the garments _ 
from the body of St. Paul, and to be overshadowed even by the Ὁ 
passing body of St. Peter. And they clearly shew that benefits _ 
were obtained by means of relics, since the contact of the bones 
of Eliseus restored a dead man to life ; so that in another part of _ 
Scripture, in allusion to this fact, it is said that after death his — 
body prophesied ;+ and also that by means of the mantle of Elias” Ε 
his successor was enabled to divide and and pass through the _ 
waters. But with all this before him, Mr. Faber cannot find a — 
single syllable to the purpose! Then I must consider it a mere — 
waste of time to argue from Scripture with such a man; and ὁ 
trusting that enough has been adduced for the satisfaction of — 
others, I proceed to the evidences from the Fathers. a δ 

The first to be noticed is the most valuable testimony afforded 
by the Acts of St. Ignatius the holy martyr of Antioch, who — 
suffered about the year 107. They expressly state that “ when — 
“ the faithful had taken away his bones with eagerly desirous — 
“ hands, and had laid them together honourably and reverently, 
“ they deposited them in a distinguished place out of the city.... 

* St. John iii. 14. + Ecclesiasticus xlviii. 14. 
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“These were afterwards removed to the martyr’s country 
* Antioch: and those towns which are between each city, 
* received a double blessing ; as well at first, when the martyr was 
*‘ led bound from Antioch to Rome; as now, when with splendid 
“ trophies he was brought back thither, and they gathered around 
“him, as bees about the honeycomb.”* Of this narration, 
which so plainly proves that religious veneration was paid to the 
holy remains of that eminent martyr, and that the very passage 
of his relics through various cities was regarded as a source of 
benediction, Mr. Faber coolly says that “very probably, the 
*‘ bones of Ignatius might have been carried back to Antioch, 
“ decently wrapped up in a linen cloth (ἐν λίνῳ κατετέθη) as the 


_ unknown author of the Acts of his Martyrdom says, for the 


“ natural purpose of Christian burial in the seat of his bishop- 
“ric.” But his genuine Acts in Ruinart, written by Reus, 
Agathocles and Philo, disciples of St. Ignatius and eye witnesses 
of his martyrdom, prove that the holy relics τῶν dyiev dure 


_ λειψάνων, were reverenced with that religious honour which 
suffices to establish the exact concordance of our doctrine and 


practice with those of the primitive Church. As to the Christian 
burial of a martyr, Mr. Faber cannot be ignorant that the place 


of the tomb of a martyr became at once a Church for the assem- 


᾿ς blies of the faithful, the tomb itself serving as the altar for the 
august sacrifice of the Mass. No better proof need be required 
_ of the distinctive religious veneration paid to holy relics. 
he next is the beautiful relation of the care of the faithful 
_ for the bones of St. Polycarp, given in the Epistle of the 


_ Church of Smyrna, “ When the envious and the wicked one, 
_ “the adversary of the race of the just, saw the greatness of 


“ Polycarp’s martyrdom ;....he laboured industriously that his 
“remains might not be taken away by us; though many were 
“ desiring to do this, and to hold commmunication with his sacred 


* Cum ossa cupientibus manibus sustulissent, eaque honorifice ac. reve- 
renter composuissent, deposuerunt in loco insigni extra urbem,.... Hee 
_ postea deportata sunt in patriam martyris Antiochiam : et que inter utramque 
urbem sunt civitates, duplicem percepere benedictionem ; tum prius, quando 
martyr vinctus ducebatur Romam ex Antiochia; tum nunc, quando cum 

claris tropzis illine referebatur, tanquam apes favum, illum cireumyo- 

tes. Acta S. Ignatii. § xxiv. 
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“ corpse.* Hence he suggested to Nicetas to intercede with the 1 
“ governor, that his body should not be delivered for sepulture :_ 1 
“lest, said he, leaving him that was crucified, they should begitr 
“to worship this person. And these things they said at the 
“ suggestion and instigation of the Jews, who also watched us 
“when we were about to take him from the fire: inasmuch as — 
“they were ignorant, that neither can we ever forsake Christ 
“who suffered for the salvation of the saved throughout the 
“whole world, the sinless for sinners, nor that we can never — 
“ worship any other. For him, being the Son of God, we ado 2: . 
“but the martyrs, as disciples and imitators of the Lord, 
“9 worthily love on account of their special affection to their ow 
“ King and Master; with whom may we be partakers and fellow 
“disciples! But. the Centurion, beholding the contention 
“ὁ excited by the Jews, threw him into the midst of the fire an 
“burned him. ‘And thus we, afterward gathering up his bone: 
“more honourable than precious stones, and more tried ᾿ 
“gold, deposited them where it naturally followed that τ 
“ should deposit them. To us assembling in this place so ἢ ‘ar 
“as lies in our power, with triumph and with joy, the Lord 
“will grant to celebrate the birth-day of his martyrdom, bothi 
“memory of those who have completed their wrestling, and ἢ f 
<‘ the exercise and preparation of those who are about to wrestle. 
This very early record of the veneration of the relics of 8 an 
illustrious martyr attests all that we require for the support 
our doctrine on this head.. It proves that the first Christians © 
regarded such remains with far other feelings than the dead 9, 
bodies of other persons. They collected them with a <ion | 
care, as more valuable and honourable than gold and precior : ᾿ 
stones. They buried them, or deposited them in a sui b i | 
place, where they made it an act of religion to assemble with ¥, 
pious veneration. Many were desirous to hold communication © 
with the sacred relics, say the Acts, and this so strongly alludes © 


¥ 4 = 
Ἢ 


* The words in Italics are omitted by Mr. Faber ; why, it is not a 
to 9 conjecture. In the original they stand thus : καίπερ πολλῶν ἐπι θυμέντα YT OY 


TETO ποιῆσαι!» καὶ κοινωνῆσαι TH εἰ γίῳ buts σαρκίῳ. Epist. Eccles. Sm 
Apud, Euseb. Lib. iv. Cap. 15. 
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to a pious veneration of them, that Mr. Faber omitted it alto- 
gether. Moreover it was so well known to the Jews that the 
Christians intended to pay a certain pious veneration to these 
holy relics, that like modern revilers, they malignantly accused 
the faithful of intending idolatry. The very adduction of sucha 
charge is proof at least of pious veneration being practised: for 
the Jews could never have been led to make it from the ordinary 
practice of decent interment.* Mr. Faber has not a word to say 
_ after citing this very satisfactory passage, except that he under- 
stands the Christians to have buried the remains of St. Polycarp. 
Probably they did: but does it follow that they paid the less 
reliyious honour to the precious relics? Certainly not: the 
narrative of the Church of Smyrna fully establishes all that we 
_ eontend for, namely, that relics of saints are to be venerated, and 
that benefit may be hoped for from Almighty God, by means of 
them. Hence the faithful assembled at the place where the holy 
martyr’s bones were deposited, that by there celebrating his 
triumph, they might themselves obtain the benefit of being well 
prepared for their own future combat. Finally, if no great 
benefit was likely to accrue to the Christians from the possession 
ot St. Polycarp’s body, will Mr. Faber explain to us why the 
Devil, the adversary of the just, was so busy and “laboured” so 
“ industriously” to prevent their procuring that sacred treasure ? 
Ah! he knew far better, I suspect, than Mr. Faber, the value and 
_ benefit of holy relics. But this opposition of the wicked one is 
a glorious proof that no idolatry was to be be apprehended; for 
had he foreseen this, would he not rather have “ industriously 
laboured” that the faithful might have the body, and worship it 
to their hearts’ content, while he exulted in their base idolatry? 
Thus every way is this passage favourable to us, and confounding 
: to Mr. Faber. 


ον ἈΚ “ This unfair policy of the adversaries of the Catholics,....like almost 
_ “ every other point in the relative position of the two parties, may be traced 
“back as far as the Apostolic age. Even then was’ the same spirit of 
_** misrepresentation alive ; even then was the homage offered to the un- 
“shrined relics of an Ignatius or a Polycarp denounced by scoffers at the 
* Faith as being an idolatrous transfer of that worship to the creature which 
“belongs only to the Creator” ‘I’. Moorr, Travels of an Irish Gentleman, 
insearch of a Religion, Vol. ¢. p. 297. 
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The Acts of SS. Tarachus, Probus, and Andronicus, who 
suffered under Dioclesian in 304, inform us that the proconsul — 
Maximus commanded the tongue and teeth of St. Andronicus to — 
be plucked out and burnt, and the ashes cast to the winds, lest — 
any pitiful woman of the Christians, he said, should Bee them 
as a treasure honorable and holy: ὡς τίμια dutais ὄν[α καὶ ἅγια. ἘΣ 

The above are valuable primitive evidences of religious venera- _ 
tion paid to the relics of saints. Following Mr. Faber, I come 
next to a passage from St. Irenzus, relative to the eens: 4 
of saints. " 

“ As Eve, by the discourse of a fallen angel, was seduced ῳ 4 
“ς apostatize from God, disobeying his word: so Mary, by the 
“ discourse of a good angel, was evangelized, that she should — 
“ bear God in her womb, obedient to his word. And, as the 
“ former was seduced to disobey God: so the latter was per-— 
“ suaded to obey God; in order that the Virgin Mary might — 
“ thence become the advocate of the virgin Eve. Thus, as the 
“human race was doomed to death through a virgin: so 
“human race might be delivered also through a virgin; the 
“ balance being equally held, between the disobedience of on 4 
* virgin, and the obedience of another.” + | de 

Mr. Faber, not content to exhibit this passage as it stands ἢ ¥ 
St. Ireneus, has interpolated the word thence, distinguishing it~ 
in his type, in order to lead to his own interpretation. : 
reader, by this time, is quite accustomed to these little mean — 
artifices, to which no honourable controvertist would ever descend. _ 
The passage calls the Blessed Virgin Mary the advocate of Eve. 
How Mr. Faber would understand this, he does not exactly — 
inform us; but thus irreverently treats the language of the — 
venerable St. Ireneus: “ For a right understanding of this 
ἐς tasteless tissue of unmeaning antitheses, compare Iren. Ady. — 
ἐς heer, lib. iii. c. 38. In that Chapter we find that “ what the — 
«ς virgin Eve bound by unbelief, this the Virgin Mary loosed by — 
“ faith.”{ What this man contemptuously treats as unmeaning — 


* Apud Kuinart. Ps: 487. 
+ S. Inen. Adv. Heres. Lib. v. cap. 19. Ε 
t Quod enim alligavit virgo Eva per incredulitatem, hoc virgo Mei 
solvit per fidem. S. Ingen. Adv. Her. Lib, iii, Cap. xxviii. ! 


" 


ἣν 
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antithesis strikes me as singularly beautiful, appropriate, and 
edifying. The Holy Father represents the Blessed Virgin Mary 
as happily becoming by her faith and obedience the cause of 
salvation to the whole human race,* and eloquently contrasts 
her with the first virgin, who by disobedience became to us all 
the cause of destruction. ‘Thus he establishes the claim of the 
Blessed Virgin Mary to our gratitude, respect, and devotion. For 
it is impossible to believe her to have been the cause of our salva- 
tion, without loving and reverencing her, and confidently invoking. 
her as our advocate. St. Irenzeus calls her at once the advocate 
of Eve ; aid by Mr. Faber’s interpolation of the word thence, I 
presume that he interprets the expression to mean no more than 
that Mary was the comforter of Eve and the whole fallen race of 
Man by her obedience, as Grabe also would have 1. But 
St. Irenzeus declares that the Blessed Virgin was persuaded to 
_ obey God, in order that she might become the advocate of Eve, 
that is, evidently, of all the children of Eve: so that we may 
justly consider her as our advocate and intercessor from the time 
of her happy obedience. It cannot be denied that this is a fair 
and legitimate interpretation, needing no interpolated words for 
its support; and as such it has been usual with controvertists 
to cite the passage in evidence of primitive belief in the advocacy 
of the Blessed Virgin Mary. 

Next comes Tertullian: You may begin from parables: where 
“there is the lost sheep, sought for by the Lord and carried 
“back upon his shoulder. Let the very pictures of your cups be 
“produced: if even in them the interpretation of that animal 
will clearly shine forth.’’t 

“In all our movements, whether we come in or whether we go 
“out; whether we put on our raiment or whether we bind on 
‘our sandals, in the bath, at the table, while using either lights 
“or couches, in whatever fashion we may be employed, we wear 
“ our forehead with the sign of the cross. If, for these and the 
“like points of discipline, you will find none. Tradition will 


* Virgo obaudiens, et sibi, et universo generi humano causa facta est 
salutis. Ibid. 
+ See GraBz’s Irenaeus, p. 429. | } Tertuu., De Pudicitia, 
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“be alleged to you, as a voucher: custom as their confirmer: | 
“faith as their observer.” ah 

The first of these passages affords remarkable λον of the — 
use of pious pictures or sculptured images in the second century. — 
Mr. Faber could not deny that in the time of Tertullian it was 
the common custom to engrave or paint on chalices, or cups the — 
representation of our good Shepherd bearing on his shoulders — 
the lost sheep. As he says not a word against this testimony, & 
we may hold it, conclusive, and pass on. a 

The second quotation from Tertullian equally proves the pious. ‘ 
and habitual use of the sign of the cross. Why did the primitive — 
Christians thus continually use that sacred sign, but because 


blessings by lies whose death upon the cross amor thus piously 
commemorated ? » ἃ 
The next witness in due chronological order, is the lea 
catechist, Origen, who flourished early in the third century. It will 
be in the recollection of the reader that on former occasions 
Mr. Faber rejected testimonies from all works of that Father 
not preserved in the original Greek, upon the puerile pretext — 
that the Latin version of Rufinus has been thought to be here — 
and there somewhat free.* The following are the quotations — 
which Mr. Faber thus rejects :— 7 | 
“ For who doubts that each of the Holy Fathers both aid us 
‘by prayers, and confirm and exhort us by examples.... 
“Therefore they themselves fight for us, and walk first armel 
before us.t Ε. 
-“ But all the saints likewise who have departed this life 
“ having still charity towards those who are in this world, it wil ὴ 


* TertTuLu. De Corona. Ἢ 

+ ‘“ The observation made by Du Pin (νο]. i. p. 101) on the free ἐταηϑίας 

** tion of these Homilies (on Numbers) by Rufinus, it is well known, must 

“be confined to the passages which treat of original sin, the pre-existence — 
‘* of the soul, and the other peculiar opinions ascribed to Origen.” Rev. J. 

WarerwortTH—Evwvamination of Keary against the ““ Faith ” "Catholics, δὲς ἢ 

page 13, note, 8 

{ Ornicents—In Numeros, Homil. vevi. § vi. κι. 
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* not be improper to say that they take care of their salvation, 
“and help them by their prayers, and their intercession with 
“ God. For it is so written in the Books of Macchabees: This 
“is Jeremias the prophet of God, who always prays for the 
© people.”* ! 
“ All things are full of Angels, come O Angel, receive him 
“ς converted by the word from his former error, from the doctrine 
“ς of demons, from iniquity speaking on high: and receiving him 
“ cherish and instruct him as a good physician, he is a little one, 
*‘ he is this day born an old man becoming again a child: and 
“ὁ receive him granting to him the baptism of second regeneration, 
.“ and call unto thee the other companions of thy ministry, that 
“vou may all together instruct unto faith those who have been 
“at any time deceived.’’t 
These passages Mr. Faber rejects, because “ they exist only in 
‘a Latin Translation, and as they are of themselves of small 
“ evidential relevancy and importance.’ I am persuaded that 
the reader will find them on the contrary of great importance, 
and affording the most pointed evidence that could be desired, 
that the angels and saints pray for us and fight for us, and take 
great interest in our salvation, and may therefore lawfully be 
invoked. ‘The cogency of their evidence at once shews the real 
reason why Mr. Faber sought to dismiss them, on the sorry plea 
of some doubt as to the translation of Rufinus. By the way, the 
last quotation was not translated by Rufinus, but by St. Jerom. 
I shall now however subjoin other evidence from the works of 
Origen. 
* The souls of the saints departed also (pray with us). As 
* Jeremias appeared in the Books of Macchabees admirable for 
“age and glory, and environed with great beauty and majesty, and 
_“ extending his right hand, and giving to Judas a golden sword : 
“to whom also another saint departed bore testimony, saying : 
“this is he that prayeth much for the people, and for the holy 
_“ city, Jeremias the prophet of God.” t 


* Ori. in Cantic. Lid, iii. in Cant. ii. 5. + Onic. in Ezech. Hom.i. § vii. 
¥ a ε 

ΤΑ, τς τῶν προκεχοιμημένων οἱ γίων ψυχαὶ (συνεύχονται). Lepeuts 

δὰ ὡς ἐν τοὺς Μακκαξαιχοὶς ἐπιφαίνομενό, πολιᾷ καὶ δύξη διαφέροντος. 
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“ς The souls of those who for the testimony of Jesus have been 
“ struck with the axe, do not stand in vain at the = of God, 
“ but minister remission of sins to those who pray.” ἡ 
These are from genuine works of Origen; here is original © 


loose translation of Rufinus: they afford clear evidence of the — 
intercession of the saints, and the lawfulness of invoking them, 1 
and consequently leave Mr. Faber without any plea for rejecting _ 
the powerful testimony of Origen. a 

The last witness whose evidence is reported by Mr. Faber is — 
the glorious martyr and bishop of Carthage, St. Cyprian, in the ε 
early part of the third century. ΕἾ 

“ Let us be mindful of each other in our prayers, concordsailil 
“and harmonious: let us always mutually pray for one another: 
“Jet us by mutual charity relieve our troubles and distresses, — 
“And whosoever, through the celerity of the divine favour shall ἥ 
“first depart, let our love persevere with the Lord: for οὐδοῦ 
“brethren and sisters, let not our prayer cease with the mer y i 
“ὁ of the Father.” + εἴ 

“ Bravely endure: spiritually advance: happily arrive. Only — 
“remember us then, when in you virginity shall begin to be — 
honoured.” t Ἧ 

These passages are clear and cogent. Mr. Faber ventures no 
comment; and I deem none necessary on my part. The evidence — 
of St. Cy pola was manifestly so much to the point, that Mr. : 
Faber knew not how to invalidate it, and therefore prudently — 
held his peace. He observes in a Note, that our authors have _ 
cited St. John Chrysostom, and Eusebius, for the po of | 


ὡς Savmasiv τῖνα καὶ μεγαλοπρεπες a Tay εἶναι τὴν περὶ ἀυτὸν με΄ 
χὴν" καὶ προτέινοντος τὴν δεξιὰν" wapadidovras σε τῷ Isha ρομφαίαν. ; 
χρυσὴν ᾧ ἐμαρτύρει ἄλλος ἅγιος προκεκοιμημένος, λέγων" dros ξςὶνδ΄ ὁ 
προσευχόμενος πολλὼ περὶ τὸ λαοῦ, καὶ τὴς ἁγίας πόλεως, Ἱερεμίας 6 
Tz Θεξ rpopitns.—ORIGEN. De Oratione, § 34, Edit. Owvon. 1685. p. 32. 

* "As ψυχαὶ τῶν πεπελεκισμένων ἕνεχεν τὴς μαρτυρίας "Ine μὴ 
μάτην τῷ ἐν ἐρανοὶς δυσιαςηρίῳ παρεθρεύεσαι" διακονᾶσι τοὶς ξυχομένοις 
ἄφεσιν ἄμαρτημώτων.--Ο Κισ Εν. Evhort. ad Martyrium. Edit. Wetstenii. 


Basil. 1674. p. 172. 
+ 5. CypriAni—Epist. lvii. ad Cornelium. t Ip1in—De Habitu Virg. 
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shewing that the relics of St. Ignatius were carried back into 
the East after his martyrdom at Rome, and that the genuine 
chair of St. James was greatly reverenced in the fourth century. 
And this is his enlightened comment: “ But such evidence as 
“ this, as it bears not upon the question of apostolically ordained 
“ἐ relic-worship, so it is far too late to be of any legitimate his- 
* torical importance.” 

Of the first part of this, which regards the relics of St. Ignatius 
of Antioch, it has been already observed* that independently of 
the account given by St. John Chrysostom, the genuine early 
acts of St. Ignatius sufficiently attest the religious veneration 
paid to the relics of that holy martyr. But the language of St. 
John Chrysostom is so beautiful and appropriate, that though 
Mr. Faber withholds it, the reader must be gratified with its 
perusal. ‘* When therefore he had there (at Rome) laid down 
“his life, or rather when he had gone to heaven, he returned 
“acain crowned. For the goodness of God was pleased that he 
“should return to us, and to distribute the martyr between 
“the cities. For that city received his dropping blood, but you 
‘have honoured his relics. You rejoiced in his episcopacy, they 
“beheld him struggling, and victorious, and crowned, you 
““ possess him perpetually. God removed him from you fora 
“little while, and with much more glory has he restored him. 
“And as they who borrow money, return with interest what 
“they received, so also God, having borrowed of you this 
precious treasure for a short time, and shewn him to that city, 
“ὁ sent him back to you with increased splendour. For you sent 
“forth a bishop, and you have received a martyr: you sent 
“forth with prayers, and you have received with crowns. 
** And not you alone, but all the intermediate cities. For how 
“think you were they affected, when they beheld the relics 
“transported? What fruits of gladness did they gather? How 
“much did they rejoice? With what acclamations did 
“they salute the crowned conqueror? For as the spectators 
“ὁ starting up from the arena, and laying hold of the noble com-~ 
*‘batant who has overthrown all his antagonists, and is going 

* See above, page 614. 
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“‘forth with splendid glory, do not permit him to touch the ἰ 
““ ground, but carry him home with innumerable encomiums ; so _ 
“all the cities in order receiving this holy man from Rome 
“carried him on their shoulders, and accompanied the crowned 
“martyr with acclamations even to this city, celebrating th 
“conqueror with hymns, and deriding the devil, because his — 


“to do against the martyr, had proved adverse to himself.” 
The Holy Father continues with his own matchless eloquence t 
proclaim the benefits which all those cities derived from the holy 
martyr’s presence, and especially the precious advantages which — 


* ᾿Επειδὴ τοίνυν xdjeauoey ἐκεῖ τὴν ζωὴν, μῶλλον δὲ ἐπειδὴ πρὸς τ 
ἐρανὸν ὠνέξξη, «πανήςι ςεφανίτης λοιπόν. καὶ yap καὶ τέτο τὴς τὰ Θ 
yiyovev οἰκονομίας τὸ πάλιν ἀυτὸν πρὸς ἡμᾶς ἐπαναγαγεν, καὶ ται 

~ > / “ t 
πόλεσι διανᾶμαι τὸν μάρτυρα. ἐκείνη μὲν γάρ duTs «ζον τὸ αἱ 


ὑμεὶς, ὡπήλαυσαν ἐκεῖνοι, ἔχεϊς διηνεχῶς ὠἀντὸν ὑμεῖς" ὀλίγον vue ii 
ὠυτὸν χρόνον ἀπέςησεν ὁ Θεὸς, καὶ USTa “πλείονος ὑμῖν σόξης dure 
ἐχαρίσατο. καὶ ὶ καθαπερ οἱ δανειζόμενοι ΧΗ ματα μετεὶ Toney dreds 
δωσιν ὧπερ ὧν λάς ὡσιν» aT χαὶ ὃ Θεὸς τὸν τίμιον TEP ta πα 


maa x ςεφάνων, καὶ ce rit “ih ἐλλὲ Ὁ πᾶσαι αἱ ἐν 
μέσῳ πόλεις. πῶς yap ὠυτες οἴεσθε διακᾶσθαι ὁρώσας eravayouevor 
τὸ λέιψανον ; ποσὴν καρπᾶσθαι ἡδονήν; πόσον ὠγώλλεσθαι; πόσαις, 
ξυφημίαις πάντοθεν βέλλειν τὸν ςεφανίτην ; καθάπερ yap ἀθλητὴν yer- 
νῶτον τὲς ὠἀνταγωνις ὡς καταπαλαίσαντα ἅπαντας, καὶ μετὰ λαμπρᾶξ 
ἐξελθόντα δοξης ἀπὸ τὰ σκάμματος ἐυϑέως δεχόμενοι οἱ Searels g vd 
ἐπιζῆναι τῆς ys ἀφίασι φοράδην ἐπάγοντες οἴκαδε, καὶ μυρίοις βαλ- 
λοντες Wire ὅτω Ji) και τὸν ἁγιον τότε ἐκεῖνον ὠπὸ τῆς Ῥώμης 
αἱ πόλεις ἑξὴς διαδεχύμεναι, καὶ ἐπ᾿ ὦμων φέ pure μέχρι τῆς πόλεως 
ταύτης παρέπεμπον ἐγκωμιάζυσαι τὸν ςεφανίτην, ἀνυμνᾶσαι τὸν ἀγω- 
νοθξτην, καταγελῶσαι τὸ διαξολξ, ὅπερ εἰς τὸ ἐναν]ίον auTw περιετρώπη 
τὸ ζοφισμα; καὶ ὅπερ ἐνόμισε nara Te μάρτυρος ποιεῖν, Tero ὑπὲρ αὐτά 


γέγονε.--5. Joan. ΟἨΒΥΒΟΞΤΟΜΙ, In S. Ignat. Mart. Homil. xliti. : 
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tion of the relics of St. Ignatius. Mr. Faber pretends that his 
language affords no proof of apostolically ordained relic-worship. ° 
If St. John Chrysostom could have been deceived as to a known 
public fact, which the tradition of the Church of Antioch must 
have religiously preserved; if he, barely at the distance of 300 
years from the days of the Apostles, could have publicly preached 
in the apostolic Church of Antioch, a new doctrine of venerating 
relics, which that Church had not received from the Apostles, 
without the faithful rismg up to oppose such a novelty, then 

indeed we might tamely assent to Mr. Faber’s assertion; though 
even then the practice for which we contend would be abund- 
antly proved by the relation already cited of the authentic Acts 
of the holy martyrs. But the evidence of St. John Chrysostom 
will have its due weight with men of impartial et i and 
to them it is confidently presented. 

With resgect to the testimony of Eusebius on the veneration 
paid to the genuine chair, or episcopal seat of St. James the Less 
Apostle, Mr. Faber sneeringly says, that he makes no doubt 
“ς that in the fourth century, fruitful as it was in imaginary relics, 
“the chair of St. James was as duly shewn to the curious in 
** such matters, as the true cross of Christ so happily discovered 
“by Helena and so ingeniously distinguished from the two 
“ concomitant crosses of the two thieves: but I see not, how 
*¢ all this is to prove the Apostolical origin of relic-worship.” If 
we place the actual words of Eusebius before us, we shall 
probably see some proof, if Mr. Faber does not, or rather will 
not. “The throne of James, who first received the bishopric of 
“the Church of Jerusalem from our Saviour himself and the 
“apostles, whom the divine scriptures testify to have been 
“surnamed the brother of Christ, preserved until the present 
_ “time, the brethren there successively venerating, plainly declare 

“to all what religious honour both the ancients and moderns 
_ “have shewn and still shew to holy men on account of their love 
_ “of God.”* And in another place Eusebius says: “ Hermon, 

* Toy yep Ἰακώζε ϑρόνον τῇ πρώτε THs Ἱεροσολυμων ἐκκλησίας τὴν 
επισχοπὴν πρὸς εἐυτὰ τὸ Σωτῆρος καὶ τῶν αποςύλων ὑποδεξ ξαμένε; ov 
καί ἀδελφὺν τῇ Xpise χρηματίσαι, οἱ S2to1 λόγοι περιέχεσιν, ess δεῦρο 

4H 
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“ the last of those who were before the persecution of our time, — 
“ obtained the apostolic throne, which is preserved there (Jeru- — 
“ς salem) even now.” * } 

Mr. Faber sees not how this is to prove the apostolical origin — 
of what he chooses to call relic-worship. Eusebius wrote only — 
in the fourth century, that isin 323. He declares that the chair « 
of St. James had been successively venerated by the ancients — 
and those of his own time. Eusebius was born in the latter — 
years of Gallien, who died in 268. He was therefore a com- — 
petent witness himself that from the middle of the third century — 
this chair had always been religiously venerated as that of St. — 
James; and it is impossible to suppose him recording the suc- ~ 
cessive veneration of that precious relic, if the fact were ποῦ 
public and undisputed. This veneration was therefore handed — 
down with the chair itself; and both must have descended from — 
the apostolic age. For this was no obscure relic, fraudulently — 
introduced ; it was a public episcopal seat, in which the bishops — 
of Jerusalem were as regularly enthroned, as the Kings οὗ 
England in the coronation chair of St. Edward in Westminster — 
Abbey; and thus the very fact of its having been religiously — 
venerated and carefully preserved in the time of Eusebius, is a 
sufficient proof of the apostolic origin of the pious honour paid Ὁ 
to holy relics. . Ν᾿ 

This is not the only instance of such veneration paid to {πΠ6΄ 
chairs of holy men. The Acts of St. Mark relate that his chair — 
of antique ivory was long preserved at Alexandria, and humbly — 
honoured by every succeeding bishop.t And the Acts of St 7 


πεφυλα[μένον οἱ τῆσδ: κατὰ διαδοχὴν περίοποντες ἀδελφοὶ; σαφῶς τοῖς, ; 
πᾶσιν ἐπιδείκνυνται; οἷον περὶ τὲς ayes ἄνδρας TS ϑεοφιλὲς ἕνεκεν, δι 
τε πάλαι καὶ οἱ εἰς ἡμᾶς ἔσωζόν τε καὶ ὠποσώζεσ, σέξας.--- | 
Evses. Pampuitti. Eccles. Hist. Lid. vii. Cap. .10. x 
*"Epuey ὕςατος τῶν μέχρ τὸ καθ᾿ ἡμᾶς διωγμᾶ, τὸν εἰσέτι vie 
ἐκεῖσε πεφυλαγμένον εἰποςολικὸν Siadéy¢]as Spoyoy.—Eusxs. Eccl. Hue 
Lib. vii. Cap. 32. ne 
+ Adest etiam hujus rei testis, que usque in hodiernum diem ad cotta 
mandam hujus veritatis assertionem in eadem Ecclesia perseverat, ex ebore 


utique antiquo cathedra, politis compacta tabulis; in qua quidem stetisse 
illum dum evangelicas paginas exararet, preestantium non reticuit memoria 
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Peter Bishop of Alexandria, who was martyred in 311, relate 
that out of respect he would never sit in that holy chair, but 
only on its footstool.* There is a noted passage in Tertullian 
which seems plainly to indicate, that the actual chairs of the 
apostles were carefully preserved in the apostolic Churches. 
** Run through the apostolic Churches, in which the very seats of 
“the Apostles still preside in their places, in which their very 
“ authentic epistles are recited, sounding the voice, and bringing 
“the face of each one again before us.’+ As the learned Dr. 
Wiseman observes, it would not be in accordance with Ter- 
- tullian’s usual terse reasoning to say with so much emphasis 
_ that the very sees of the Apostles were as yet preserved. The 
’ words ipse and adhuc seem to imply something extraordinary, 
_ such as the preservation of their identical chairs.{ Besides, as 
the reading of their epistles would recal the very voices of the 
authors to the minds of the hearers, so Tertullian by parity 
remarks that the very figures of those venerable men were 
forcibly brought to the imagination by the presence of their 
identical chairs. It is difficult to understand any rational appli- 
cation of this latter phrase, without supposing it to refer to the 
very chairs themselves ; rps cathedre. . .. representantes faciem 
uniuscujusque. 

Whoever weighs these observations impartially, will, I think, 
admit that they afford no slight evidence of the veneration of 
_ holy relics having descended from the age of the Apostles. Mr. 
Faber’s vacant sneer seems directed at the doubtful authenticity 
of these relics, the chair of St. James and the Cross of our Blessed 


relatorum. In cujus nimirum cathedre sedili, nullus est ausus unquam 
_pontificum deinceps residere. Sed in magna veneratione hactenus a cunctis 
exstat pontificibus humiliter honorata. Act. Puss. 5. Marci. in notis Valesii 
— apud Euseb. 
* Act. 8. Pet. Alex. apud Baron.ad An. 310. 
+ Percurre Ecclesias apostolicas, apud quas ips adhuc cathedre Aposto- 
lorum suis locis presidentur, apud quas ipse authentice littere eorum 
‘Tecitantur, sonantes vocem, et representantes faciem uniuscujusque.— 
Tertu.. De Prescript. Cap. revrvi. 
ΟΠ 1 See the interesting Remarks on Lady Morgan’s Statements regarding 
_ St. Peter’s Chair, preserved in the Vatican Basilic. By N. Wiseman, 

Ὦ. Ὁ. Μ. R.L. & Α. 5. Rector of the English College, Professor of Oriental 
Languages in the Roman University. Rome 1831. 
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Saviour discovered by the holy mother of Constantine, St. Helen. — 4 
But it ought not to be necessary to remind him that this is not — 
precisely the pomt under discussion. The fact of pious veneration ; 
having been successively paid by the ancients, as Eusebius — 
assures us, would safely establish the principle, even if it could — 
be proved that its application in these instances was erroneous. 
But it ill becomes Mr. Faber to insinuate doubt as to the — 
discovery of the real Cross of our divine Saviour, by St. Helen in 
326; a fact so clearly witnessed by the illustrious Bishop of 
Jerusalem, St. Cyril,* only twenty-five years after it took place: 
the Saint having been born in 315, and having lived all his time : 
either at Jerusalem or near it, end being therefore a competent ᾿ 
witness of a fact so splendid and interesting. I say nothing of the 
other grave authorities who attest the same, SS. Paulinusil 
Sulpicius Severus, Ambrose, and John Chrysostom, as well 88. 
the historians, Rufinus, Theodoret, Socrates, and Sozomen. It 
might have sufficed for Mr. Faber’s purpose to oppose the pious” 
veneration of the Cross, for which most separatists from the © 
true Church of Christ have been remarkable: but to join such 
scoffers as the infidel Gibbon, in opposing the well authenticated ~ 
fact of a discovery so consoling to a true Christian, was I own 
more than I expected even from Mr. Faber. : 
Leaving him however to his cold conceptions, I content myeelll 
with ppeasiine to the honest reader for the respectability of the — 
above evidence in favour of the primitive veneration of holy 
Relics. ‘ These feelings, though true to nature and to faith, are 
“ an astonishment to those who have been perverted by th 
“‘ modern philosophy, whose blindness would not have ascribed 
“hypocrisy but superstition to the Pharisee, who built the 
“ sepulchres of the prophets. They talk of visiting the tombs 
“ of the poets, warriors, and kings, but it never occurs to them te 
“add, of saints, as if human sympathy and all associations Οἱ 
ἐς reverence were to be excluded alone when the memorial 
“related to persons who have been dear to God.” + Ds 


ἘΦ, Cyriiut Cateck. iv. § 10—27. § 19—wviii. § 4—et maximé Epis. ad 
Constantium Imp. § 3. me 
+ Mores Catholic ; : Or, Ages of Faith, by K. H. Diasy, Esq. Book iii. p. 162, ' 
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It is remarkable that Mr. Faber offers no comment on the 
strong evidence from the primitive writers: he dismisses it as he 
had done the scriptural texts, with the monstrous assertion, that 
respecting the invocation of saints and relative worship of 
“images, relics, and crosses, not a syllable is said in the writings 
of the first three centuries! Yet the acts of SS. Ignatius and 
Polycarp have exhibited splendid evidence of the very early 
veneration of relics; Tertullian has testified the primitive pious. 
use of holy images and of the sign of the cross, St. Irenzus 
has strikingly proclaimed the Holy Mother of God to be our 
advocate and intercessor, Origin and St. Cyprian have copiously 
established the early belief that the saints and angels pray for 
us, and that it is lawful and profitable toinvoke them. Thus on 
his own professed principles is Mr. Faber bound to admit these 
doctrines and practices to have been of primitive antiquity. 
He makes no doubt that we can produce abundant authorities 
from the time of Constantine: “for the Church had then begun 
“rapidly to degenerate into that unhallowed superstition, by 
“‘ which so widely in extent she has ever since been disfigured.” 
Fine words! But what became of the promises of Christ the 
eternal Truth, if at any time his Church, essentially holy, was 
permitted to degenerate into unhallowed superstition? And 
what can equal the arrogance of the man, who at the distance of 
1500 years, presumes to know better the genuine doctrine 
of the Apostles, than those who lived so near to the very 
men who had seen and heard the Apostles! The abundance 
of authorities which crowd upon the reader from the time of 
Constantine, discloses the true reason why Mr. Faber rejects all 
evidence later than the third century. But while that very 
exuberance proves to the candid enquirer the certain pre- 
existence of principles and practices, which the free exercise of 
religion from the time Constantine drew out into full and 
frequent developement, it renders it impossible for such sophists 
as Mr. Faber, to account for its existence after Constantine, . 
except on the precise ground of its existence, though in a less 
conspicuous manner, under Pagan oppression, previous to the 
fourth century. 
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The reader however who knows the virulence with which 
opponent has ever laid to our charge the deadly sin of Idola 
will be prepared to witness a warmer contest. Mr. Faber nov 
challenges us without ceremony to substantiate ‘“ such invocati 
“and such worship of creatures as practically exist or have 
“ existed in the gross form of absolute idolatry.” Now we under- 
stand him. All our explanations of our own principles are no 
more than complacent glosses: we are either such asses as not 
to know our own doctrine, or such knaves as habitually to dis= 
grace it with lying comments, and deceitful palliation. After all, 
this is an old trick of our revilers. ‘“ The flat denial given ἢ y 
“St. Jerom,” says the incomparable Moore, “to the ribald 
“ charge of Vigilantius was, no doubt, as little listened to by the 
“‘ followers of that heretic as are similar declarations of the 
“‘ Catholics of our own days by the implicit readers of the 
“ lucrubations of the Rev. G. S. Faber and Co.”* How stands 
the matter then; according to the said Mr. Faber, “in respect 
“to the fact of naked actual practice 2’ The very prayers, he 
argues, publicly used in our churches, supplicate the saints not 
merely to intercede for us, but absolutely to grant us holy gi 5 ; 
and graces, and to impart to us that spiritual assistance which 
God alone can bestow. This assertion is illustrated by a long” 
-Note, in which Mr. Faber does not blush to repeat his favourite’ 
extracts from Burnet, consisting of various hymns and prayers” 
to the Blessed Virgin Mary and the Saints. They are the same 
which he had given in his first edition; but he has appended to 
them now some others from our various prayer-books. Θ᾽ 
Bishop of Strasbourg had detected his unfair dealing with these 
passages, and solidly refuted his false reasoning upon them. In 
my Reply to Faber’s Supplement, the subject is followed up f 
lessly, and the reader reminded that Dr. Lingard had triumph= 
antly vindicated the Catholic Church from these very charges, in 
his Reply to the Rev. G. 5. Faber himself, as far back as the year 
1818. The observations of Dr. Lingard are cited; and such 


ih 


* Travels of an Irish Gentlemun in search ef a Religion, vol. i. p. 296. 
+ Answer to Diff. of Romanism, page 407. 
t Reply to Faber’s Supplement to Diff. ‘of Rom. page 18. ἘΠ 
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arguments urged in our defence as might claim at least some 
notice from the man, who had brought against us so serious an 
accusation. But such honourable warfare was not to be expected. 
from Mr. Faber: he repeats his extracts, and even multiplies 
them ; and returns to his disgraceful charge, as if he had never 
been convicted of malignantly bearing false witness against the 
Catholic Church. 

It is a loathsome task to contend further with a man who thus 
habitually disregards honour and justice. The reader is respect- 
fully requested to turn to the works referred to above. But to 
leave no part of Mr. Faber’s sophistry unrefuted here, it may be 
well to insert a brief answer to his allegations. 

_ In our various addresses to the Blessed Virgin Mary, the 
angels and saints, there are undoubtedly expressions, which 
appear to attribute to those celestial beings the power of granting 
_to us the graces and benefits for which we implore. But no one 
is thence justified in concluding that such is the real sense and 
meaning of these addresses. Our principles are evident from our 
authoritative professions of faith. By these our prayers should 
in justice be interpreted, instead of a faith being fabricated for 
_us from a prejudiced and malignant interpretation of our prayers. 
Catholics, secure in the principles of their creed, are in no danger 
from the occasional use of some figurative or exaggerated 
expressions. Every one knows that the import of words must 
ever depend on the intention of the person who employs them : 
_and that it is mere insanity to persist in telling any man that in 
using such or such words, he must mean what you have deter- 
mined to be his meaning. Yet this is precisely the process 
tenaciously persisted in by Mr. Faber, though elsewhere he so 
loudly insists on the justice of considering not what is said, but 
_ what is meant. We lay down our real principles, we prove them 
to be in perfect accordance with Scripture and Tradition ; and all 
his rejoinder amounts to the sorry question: “ How stands the 
_ “ matter, in respect to the fact of naked actual practice ?” 

I reply without hesitation, that our actual practice is perfectly 
in accordance with our professed principles: and I defy Mr. 
Faber or any other to disprove the assertion. Every obnoxious 


632 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. Vil, 


expression which he has found ready raked up to his shovel by 
honest Burnet, and every other phrase that he has picked out 
himself for this second edition, is easily explained, and its adoption 
in certain circumstances justified. The most objectionable 
sentence is the one which he cites as from “the mass-bo ok, 
“ printed at Paris 1634,” in these words: “ By the right of 
“mother, command the Redeemer.”* Of this mass: book I 
know nothing, nor shall I believe its existence upon such 
authority. Wittfelt knew nothing of it in 1675 :+ but supposing 
this exaggerated expression to have appeared in such a book, th 
Mother may be said to command the Son, in a certain se 
when she supplicates him, because the reverence which 
willingly pays her, compels him in a manner to grant her petition, 
as he did at Cana. In nearly the same sense does the Scripture 
say, in allusion to Josue, that the Lord obeyed the voice of ¢ 
man.t The expression thus explained has a legitimate sense} 
but as it is liable to misconstruction, it is not at all in use amo rv . 
us, though possibly it may be detected in some obscure corner 
of a dusty library. If this most exaggerated expression is thus 
susceptible, upon very ordinary principles, of a legitimate 
meaning, there is no other among the accumulated quotations of 
Mr. Faber, which cannot be fairly and fully defended. In man 

of these, while the Blessed Virgin, or the saints, are called up ᾽ | 
to defend, and succour us, they are invoked at the same time 0 
pray for us, and to wash away our sins by their pious interces: On, 
which at once explains the former expressions by a very common 
use of language. Those who are our patrons, by whose kindness 
we obtain life, and who procure our defence from dangers, may 
without any injury to the Almighty be styled our life, our he pe 
and our defence. We style the Blessed Virgin, Queen © 
Heaven, not as a goddess, but as Mother of Him who is the 
King of Heaven. Many of the quotations are from Latin hymn 
in short lines, where the measure would not admit of 


* “ Jure matris, impera Redemptori.” 

+ Wirtrett Theologia Catechetica, Lib. iti. Disquisit. 2. Instr. iii. De 
Cultu SS. Monasterii Westphal, 1675. τ 
1 Josue x. 14: 4s 
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perpetual repetition of such long words as intercession, advocacy, 
or the like: but the expressions attributing absolute power to 
the saints are qualified, and should be interpreted by others 
which are occasionally introduced referring to their intercession. 
Thus the Church sings to Mary : ! 

Loosen the sinner’s bands, 

And evils drive away ; 

Bring light unto the blind,* 
But she also sings immediately after, and Mr. Faber transcribes 
it without the ve: ae acknowledgment : ) 

And for all graces pray. 

Exert the mother’s care, 

And us thy children own ; 

To Him convey our prayer, 

Who chose to be thy Son.t 
If we could be such impious idolaters, as to attribute divine 
power to the saints, could we yet be so blindly infatuated, as in the 
same breath to ask them to pray for us? If therefore our prayers 
are occasionally worded in exaggerated terms, let justice and 
charity allow us the small privilege of explaining the sense in 
which we use the censured expressions. But let not such 
malignant critics. as Mr. Faber arrogate to themselves the mon- 
strous privilege of deciding that our practice broadly belies our 
asserted principles. 

This is a general and sufficient answer to all. that. can be: 
objected to us from the occasional use of expressions, which 
may appear at first sight unwarrantable, but are not really 
employed in any improper sense.—Dr. Trevern is next accused, 
because his lordship “ with what consistence it matters not, cites 
* approbatively, and adduces authoritatively, Cyril of Alexandria 
“as erecting St. John imto a second Holy Ghost, Gregory 


* Solve vincla reis : 
Profer lumen cexcis : 
Mala nostra pelle : 


+ Bona cuncta posce. 
Monstra te esse matrem " 
Sumat per te preces, 


Qui, pro nobis natus, 
Tulit esse tuus. 
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“ Nazianzen as praying for illumination and direction to Basil 
“and Cyprian and Athanasius, Basil himself as invocating the, 
“ saints for deliverance in adversity and for grace in prosperity, — 
“and Asterius as beseeching Phocas to grant unto him an 
“abundant entrance into the kingdom of heaven.” Who, » 
unacquainted with Mr. Faber’s capabilities for misrepresentation, © 
would believe that this serious’ accusation against St. Cyril of i 
Alexandria is grounded on nothing more than the common figure ~ 
of personification, which the eloquent Father adopts in the 
following sublime address in his Hwegesis on the festival oft 
St. John: “ Teach us this mystery, O Evangelist. Speak now 
“to us, O blessed John. Thou wert called the son of thunder, — 
“ thou hast sounded great and singular doctrine throughout the - 
“‘ whole globe which is under heaven, thou hast words of i immor- 
“tality, both time and oblivion yield to thy words. Behold ἢ 
“how great an assembly of pastors (at the Council of Nice) 
“comes to thee, remove the stone for us, 85 blessed Jacob 
‘* formerly assisted the shepherds, open for us the well of “— 
“grant that we may now draw from the fountains of our 
“ Saviour. Yes: admit us to thy fountain. Let us then hear 
“him saying: Jn the beginning was the word, δε. ἢ a 
eloquent apostrophe to the sublime Eagle of the Evangelists, 
introductory to opening his inspired Gospel, is maliciously 
amplified by this ingenuous controvertist into “ erecting St. J ohn” 
‘into a second Holy Ghost !” 

If St. Gregory Nazianzen is also introduced by the Bishop of 
Strasbourg, as praying for light and direction to SS. Basil, 
Cyprian, and Athanasius,—and St. Basil himself as invocating 
the saints for deliverance in adversity, and for grace in prosperity, 
itis by their prayers that these saints are called upon to assist 
their supplicants. This Mr. Faber knew, but he concealed it; 
he had read it in the several quotations given at length in the 
Faith of Catholics on certain points of Controversy ; but he 
suppressed the fact, and was eager to insinuate the falsehood. 
Nay with the very words of St. Asterius before him in the 
citation of Dr. Trevern, he accuses the prelate of adducing St. 

* S. Cyriu. ALEX. Eveges. in die 5. Joan. Ephesi. dicta. Op. Tom. iv. p. 93. 
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Asterius as beseeching the martyr St. Phocas “ to grant unto 
“him an abundant entrance into the kingdom of Heaven.” 
St. Asterius in his homily on St. Phocas says: “The father 
* whose child is sick, prays unto God for his cure by the inter- 
“ cession of a martyr, saying: O thou who didst svffer for Jesus 
“ Christ, pray for our sufferings and our maladies. Thou thyself 
* didst beseech the martyrs, before thou wert thyself a martyr. 
“ Then thou didst find while thou soughtest; now that thou 
* nossessest, give to us.”* Here it is plain that the petitioner 
says, give to us, only in confident expectation that the martyr’s 
intercession will be sure to procure what he asks of God. When 
we believe that some friend has it in his power to obtain for us a 
_ gift, we justly consider the gift as in some measure depending upon 
him, and in that sense may ask him to give it. In no other sense 
«lo we ever ask the saints to give: and accordingly the same 
St. Asterius carefully notes the wide difference between our 
‘homage to God and our veneration of saints: “‘ We adore not the 
* martyrs, but we shew honour to them as the true adorers of 
* God.” This Mr. Faber also saw in the Faith of Catholics on 
certain points of Controversy: but had he reported it, his disho- 
nourable exhibition of Dr.'Trevern could not have been attempted. 

It is a practice, too familiar with Mr. Faber, to repeat 
objections already answered, as if no refutation of them had ever 
been attempted. In accordance with this disgraceful habit, he 
here again dwells on a passage of Naclantus of Clugium, which 
is known to figure in the Book of Homilies of the Church of 
England. Naclantus teaches that an image is to be adored with 
the same adoration as its prototype, either with Jatria or dulia, 
according to the worship due to the Being represented by the 
image. In my Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 14, et seq. 
I have given a careful, and I trust satisfactory, examination of 
this passage, and shewn that it does not afford just ground for 
Mr. Faber’s charge of gross, uncensured idolatry. I observed 
that this language of Naclantus is not approved by Catholics, 
because, unless explained by subtile distinctions, it is apt to be 
dangerously misunderstood. Thus it is very rarely found in 


* Discussion Amicale. Vol, ti. Lettre 13. 
47) Z 
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any of our divines, and is confined to those who are fond of the — 
niceties of scholastic disputation. But it has not been positively — 
censured by the Church, because, in the sense of the author, it © 
was susceptible of a sound meaning, very remote from idolatry, _ 
It is founded on an argument of the great scholastic Doctor, — 
St. Thomas of Aquin, to which a reference was given.* Mr, — 
Faber is at full liberty to reject the conclusion of Naclantus; no 
Catholic is pledged to defend it: but as it is not necessarily 
obnoxious to the charge of idolatry, we are not to be blamed if. 
we hesitate to visit it with unqualified condemnation. i 
Peter de Medrano, as Mr. Faber next informs us, “asserted — 
“ that by a special privilege, the Virgin is present in her images 
“ personally and physically and really: in order that, from the ξ 
““ faithful, she might, in those images, receive due adoration.” — 
The quotation which he gives in the margin from this author 
merely says, that the Blessed Virgin may be piously believed to be — 
personally present in some of her images, to receive in them duit | 7 
veneration.t| Uponthis Mr. Faber starts off with a new discovery 
that this furnishes the true rationale of one image being more 
celebrated than another, and indulges in some pleasant stories of — 
miraculous Madonnas and wooden Bambinos, which so far from _ 
forming necessary concomitants of Catholic worship, have cer- 
tainly never been heard of by the far greater portion of Catholics — 
in this kingdom. If Peter de Medrano taught that the Blessed — 
Virgin might be piously believed present, he did not assert that — 
any Catholic was bound to believe this : therefore we are no more 
concerned with this, than with a thousand other more or less 
probable opinions. I am pledged to defend the faith of Catholics, 
not their opinions: the faith of all, not the speculations of some. 
I see no reason to doubt that the Almighty may grant such a 
privilege to the Blessed Virgin: but no one is obliged to 
believe that he has done so. Nor need we hold such a belief, to _ 
account for the celebrity of some particular images of our Blessed 
Lady. Where the faithful have received more remarkable 


*S. Toom. Sum. 2 ἐα. 2 ἐπ. Quest. 103. Art. 3, et 4.—Quest 81, Art. 3. 
‘+ Quod in mice simulachris sue imaginibus insignibus ipsius, pie 
eredatur assistere.... ut in illis debitas adorationes recipiat. 
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favours from the Almighty, after invoking the intercession of the 
holy Mother of God, before some particular image, it is natural to 
‘suppose that they and others will more frequently visit the same 
place, in hopes of similar favours, but without any necessity of 
their believing the Blessed Virgin to be there personally present. 

Mr. Faber, improving upon Peter de Medrano’s toleration of 
a pious opinion, tells his readers that it was “ the diligently 
“inculcated doctrine,” that the prototype was physically and 
really and personally present in the representative puppet, which 
was the Pagan idea ridiculed of old by Arnobius; and that as 
Arnobius replied to the Pagans, he, Mr. Faber to wit, should 
_ reply precisely to “‘ Peter de Medrano and his image-worshipping 

“fellows of the Latin Church.” And here is my reply to Mr. 
Faber, and his calumniating and scurrilous fellows of the 
Anglican Church. No Catholic is obliged to believe the per- 
sonal presence of the prototype in any image: nor could any, I 
should think, be found, who hold such an opinion; at least I 
never knew or heard of any such persons. But suppose that a 
Catholic did hold such an opinion; his veneration of a privileged 
image would not thence be idolatrous, nor would it resemble the 
Pagan worship of idols. For the veneration paid to the image 
would be always relative, and directed to the Blessed Virgin, or 
Saint whom it represented, whether present or absent; the 
image itself remaining a bare memorial: whereas the Pagan was 
an idolater in every case, because his adoration was paid to false 
gods. I presume that Mr. Faber values his spectacles more 
than their case; and that when both are together, he carefully 
pockets the case, solely out of regard for the useful treasure 
which it contains. Should he see the case lying in reality empty, 
while he supposed it to contain his spectacles, he might still look 
upon it with fond regard directed of course to his precious 
pebbles; and he may therefore leave the devout Catholic to 
venerate an image, out of religious respect for its prototype, and 
to believe that prototype personally present within it, if he 
pleases, without prejudice to faith, and without peril of idolatry. 

Mr. Faber next professes to shew “ how the matter stands in 
“ actual practice,” as to the veneration of holy relics. He says 
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that according to various authorities cited by Dr. Trevern, relics 
of saints are mighty ramparts for the protection of cities, cha 
pions by whom all disasters are turned away from us, str 
rocks which defeat the craftiness of Satan, possessing su | 
virtues, that the very touch of their shrine will bring a blessing, 

and the contact of the relics themselves will accomplish eve 
desire of the postulant. Yet, he says, Dr. Trevern =a 
persuade an English layman to believe “ his own speculation that 
“ relics are only a sort of edifying religious keepsakes.” ' 
Mr. Faber pronounces “a grossly inaccurate assertion,” con= 
siders it directly at variance with the authorities referred to 
above, and therefore comes to the magnanimous conclusion, that 
“ hence it is by no means useless to expose, in their true colour: 
** such attempts at imposition.” 
One would suppose then that this heroic detector would ul 
at least faithful in what he reported. Yet in the very page 
before us, he gives a “grossly inaccurate” translation of Dr. 
Trevern’s words, for which there can be no palliation, because 
the Bishop had pointed it out, and complained of it in the 
Answer to his first edition. ‘The Bishop said emphatically th ὃ 
we do not imagine in these bones or ashes any inherent power, 
any supernatural and divine efficacy; but that we believe and 
know that God has sometimes been pleased to honour them, 
and signally to shew his love for his servants, by the wonders 
wrought at their tombs. It is from God, therefore, as from its 
source, that we derive the respect we pay to relics, arid to God as to 
its last end that itis referred. These are our sentiments, continues 
the prelate, we have never had any others. If any one thinks 
that we hold any other sentiments, he is mistaken. Men talk 
of erroneous and superstitious notions, which people have often 
entertained ree tlle relics; I shall not deny that such has been 
the case. Je n’en disconviendrai pas. ‘This last phrase Mr. Faber 
translated thus: but I have never been able to discover them! 
Dr. Trevern complained of Mr. Faber’s false version, without 
exactly knowing whether to impute it to his unacquaintance 
with French, or with common veracity.* But this writer is 
* Answer to Diff. of Romanism. p. 414. Ἴ 
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incorrigible. He really repeats in the page before us, the same 
false translation, knowing it to be false, and grounds upon it 
the same censure upon the venerable Bishop. How is any one 
to contend with such a controvertist? Well might Dr. Trevern 
say in introducing the subject: “ In truth, disgust makes the 
“ nen drop out of my hand.” 

The Bishop, in the sentence thus wilfully mis-translated, 
expressed his readiness to admit that people had too often taken 
up erroneous and superstitious notions concerning relics. His 
meaning in that phrase is as plain as language could express it; 
but to render the false translation utterly inexcusable, it must 
be noted that the Bishop goes on to declare his ardent wish 
_ that the Reformation had confined its zeal to attacking and 
eradicating such abuses. But, he adds, it would be unreasonable 
to impute them to the Church; she condemns them, she never 
- ceases to oppose them by the inculcation of the sound doctrine 
already explained. Yet in spite of this plain argument against 
the injustice of condemning a practice good in itself, on account 
of its being occasionally abused, Mr. Faber must charge the 
Bishop with refusing to admit the existence of any such abuse; 
- and when his false charge is exposed, he does not blush to come 
forth with it even a second time ! 

His aim is evidently to convict Dr. Trevern of an interested 
mis-statement of Catholic doctrine on the subject of Relics. But 
the prelate, as we have seen, laid down the doctrine accurately, 
and carefully distinguished between the relative honour paid to 
relics, and the divine worship of God, from whom alone we hope 
for those blessings, which we may receive through the relics of 
his faithful servants. To explain and justify the sense in which 
the holy Fathers spoke in such strong language of the efficacy 
of holy relics, is not difficult. If they had reason to believe that 
the saints, whose relics were possessed by certain cities, had 
obtained of Almighty God visible protection for those cities, how 
naturally might the relics themselves be metaphorically called 
ramparts and rocks of defence, as the sword of a. victorious 
general is exhibited to public respect, and proclaimed itself the 
defence and the conqueror, on account of the victories achieved 
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by the hand that wielded it. Thus in the very Homily of © 
St. Basil, to which Mr. Faber refers for his base insinuation, he 
must have seen that immediately after the saint had styled the 
holy relics of the forty martyrs towers of defence for his country, 
he proceeded to illustrate his meaning by insisting on the efficacy _ 
of the prayers of those martyrs: “ They are forty sending on high : 
an unanimous prayer. ““ Where there are two or three gathered 
“ together in the name of the Lord, there is he in the midst of 
“them. But where there shall be forty, who can doubt of the 
“presence of God? He who is pressed by any anguish, flies 
“to the forty martyrs, he who is glad, recurs to the same: 
“the one indeed that he may be delivered from evils, but 
“the other, that prosperity may continue to attend him. 
“This pious woman is found praying for her children: she 
“ begs for the safe return of her absent husband, or health for 
“him if he is sick. Let your prayers be made with these 
“ martyrs.” * What can be plainer than that the holy Father 
regarded the relics as ramparts, solely on account of the power: 
ful intercession of the martyrs, which the possession of oe 
bodies gave greater assurance of obtaining? In the other 
Homily of St. Basil, to which reference is given by Mr. Faber, 
his real meaning is still more manifest. For he reminds his : 
hearers, in the first part of his discourse, how many of them > 
had been assisted by the prayers of the martyr, St. Mamas ri 
and in the very sentence from which the paltry objection has 
been fabricated, from a single picked-out expression, the defence 
of the Church is attributed to its only protector, Almighty God; 
“ May he who has brought round again this our celebration,...._ 
“preserve this Church unshaken, which is defended by great 
“ towers of martyrs ; may he avert all snares, and the assault | 
“ς of heretical fury.” t τ 
Mr. Faber most dishonourably refers to Theodoret: from 
whom he takes up the expression of relics being capable of — 
protecting towns from the military assaults of their enemies. It 
is true that Theodoret has such expressions: but how unfair, and 


*S. Basin. Homil. αἰῶ. in Quadreg. Martyres. de 
+ 8. Basu. Homil. vviti. in Mamant. Martyrem. we 
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how like Mr. Faber, to cite them without the slightest notice of 
the following passages in the very same discourse of Theodoret, 


which explain and justify his meaning beyond all dispute. 
Towns and hamlets having shared these (relics) among them, 


“call them the preservers and physicians of their souls and 
“ bodies, and honour them as keepers and guardians of cities: 
“ and availing themselves of their (the martyrs’) intercession with 
“ the Lord of all, obtain through them divine gifts.’* Towards 


_ the end of the same Discourse, Theodoret so copiously extols 
the intercession of the martyrs, that no one can fail to under- 


_ stand in what sense he speaks of the power of their relics: but he 


also carefully observes of the saints: “not approaching them as 


“gods, but going before them as divine men, and beseeching 


_™ them to become intercessors for them.” Ὁ 


Not content with misrepresenting the language of St. Basil, 
Mr. Faber falsely interprets that of his brother, St. Gregory of 
Nyssa. He thus gives the sense of that Holy Father’s words on 


_ the martyr St. Theodore: the relics “possess such astonishing 


* virtues, that the very touch even of the shrine which contains 
“them will bring down a blessing, and that the touch of the 
* relics themselves will accomplish all the desires of those who 
are admitted to so great a favour.” St. Gregory of Nyssa used 
language very different: these are his exact words. ‘Then he 
“6 desires to approach to the shrine itself: believing that to 


_ “touch it is sanctification and benediction. But if any one 
_ “ permits him to carry away some dust from around the shrine 
_ “ where the body reposes, the dust is received as a gift, and the 
“earth is treasured up as a precious deposit. For how much 
__ “to be desired it is, and a grant to most earnest prayer, to touch 
_ “the relics themselves, if a person is so fortunate as to be 


* Πόλεις καὶ κῶμαι ταῦτα Φιανειμώμεναι, σωπῆρας καὶ ψυχῶν καὶ 


'σωμάτων, HLL Ἰωτρὲς ὀνομείζεσι, καὶ ἐς πολιόχες τιμῶσι καὶ φύλακας" 
net χρώμενοι πρεσξυτῶις πρὸς τὸν τῶν ὅλων δεσπότην, διὰ τότων Tas 


ο΄ ϑείας κομίζονται Swpeds.—Turoporet. Grec. Affect. Curat. Disp. viii. 


t+ Ody’ ws θεοῖς αὐτοὶς προσίοντες» ὐλλ᾽ ὡς ὥξιες ἀνθρώπος ctyTiCo- 
χες, καὶ γενέσβθα; πρεσξευταὶς ὑπὲρ σφῶν παρακαλᾶντες.---Ἰῤϊα. versus 
Sinem. | 
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“allowed to do so, those know who have experienced it, and — 
“have enjoyed the accomplishment of this desire. For these 
“ beholding the body as if it were alive and flourishing, embrace 
“ it, applying it to their eyes, mouth, ears, and all their senses, 
“ then pouring forth tears of reverence and tender affection to the 
‘“‘ martyr, as if he were and appeared entire, they supplicate him 
“ to intercede, beseeching him as the satellite of God, invoking 
‘“‘ him as obtaining gifts when he pleases.”* To say nothing of 
the eloquent and affecting strain in which this saintly orator 
implores the intercession of the holy martyr at the close of his 
oration, here are manifest proofs that benefits were expected, only 
through the martyr’s intercession. Mr. Faber falsely states that 
the sole contact of the relics was to accomplish all the desires of 
the person so favoured: but St. Gregory merely speaks of the 
desire of touching the relics being accomplished, by obtaining the 
wished for permission. And it is so evident from the rest of his 
words, that the faithful expected nothing from the dead body, 
though they hoped for much through the prayers of the living 
martyr in heaven, that no more need be added to justify Catholic 
practice, or convict Mr. Faber of interested and wilful misrepre- | 
sentation. ἡ | 

It cannot be necessary to load these pages with further invesll 
tigation of the language of St. John Chrysostom, and some other 
authorities quoted by Dr. samerigre and referred to by nae Faber. 


* Ἐπιθυμῶ λοιπὸν καὶ αυτὴ πλησιάσαι τὴ Shun ὡγιασμὸν καὶ “" 
γὶαν τὴν ἐπαφὴν εἶναι σιςένων. ἔ! δὲ καὶ xdvw τὶς δοίη oepew τὴν 
ἐπίκειμένειν τὴ ἐπιφανείᾳ Tis ἀναπαύσεως, δῶρον ὃ xis λαμβάνεται, 
καὶ ὡς κειμήλιον ἡ γὴ ϑησαυριζεται. τὸ yep αυτά TS λειψαάνε φροσώ- 
ψασῶαι, ἔ 4 ποτέ τις ἐπιτυχία τοιάυτη παράσχοι τὴν ἐξουσίαν, ὅπως 
ἔς! πολυπόθητον, καὶ ξυχῆς τῆς ὠνωτώτω τὸ Spey Ἰσάσιν οἱ πεπειρασ- 
μένοι; καὶ τῆς τοιαύτης ἐπιθυμίας ἐμφορηθέντες. ὡς Toye yop duTd 
Cov καὶ ανθοῦν, οἱ βλέποντες κατασπαζονται, τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς. τῷ «μα!» 
ταὶς ὠκοαὶς, πάσαις προσάγοντες ταὶς αἰσθήσεσιν, εἶτα τὸ τὴς εὖλα- 
ξείας καὶ τὸ τὸ πάϑους 8 ἐπιχέοντες δάκρυον, ὡς ὁκοκλήρῳ καὶ φαινομένῳ 
τῷ μάρτυρι, τὴν τὸ πρεσξούειν ἱκεσίαν προσάγουσιν, ὡς δορυφόρον Τὸ 
Θεῖ παρακαλᾶντες. ὡς λαμξάνοντα Tas δωρεὰς ὅταν ἐθέλῃ ἐπικαλουμένος. 
S. Gree. Nyssent Orat. in S. Theodor. 
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The task would be easy, and the result triumphant, but it would 
detain us very superfluously. The same principle applies to 
every one of these authorities. They used frequent hyperbole 
and figurative language in extolling the treasures possessed in 
holy relics: but they constantly reverted to the essential. prin- 
ciple of all such economiastic language, that the possession of the 
holy relics afforded strong reason to hope that the martyrs 
whose relics they were, would obtain for them protection and 


_ benediction. 


“Lastly,” adds Mr. Faber, “in the Roman Breviary, gross 
“and direct adoration is offered to the cross: for the senseless 
“ wood is not only celebrated, as our exclusive hope; but it is 
actually supplicated, to increase righteousness to the pious, 
* and to grant pardon to the guilty.” The words which move 
his bile are these in the beautiful hymn Pange lingua, for Passion 
time: “ Hail O cross, our only hope, in this time of the passion, 
“increase justice in the pious, and grant pardon to the guilty.” 
Mr. Faber falsely and unjustly infers from these expressions, 
that we offer to the cross gross and direct adoration and supplica- 
_ tion, as to our exclusive hope. Did not St. Paul say: God 
_ forbid that I should glory save in the cross ?* And would Mr. 
Faber dare to charge the Apostle with making the senseless wood 
his exclusive glory? No: for I can bring his own words to the 
contrary. He thus wrote on the very text in his first edition : 
“ St. Paul I apprehend, is not here speaking of the material 
“timber of the cross :....but by a very common figure of 
“ rhetoric, so far from blushing at the ignominious death of his 
“ Saviour, he professes himself even to glory in the despised 
“ circumstance of his crucifixion.”+ Mr. Faber well knew that 
by a like figure, we address the instrument, always directing our 
prayer in reality to him who suffered upon it. Why could he not 
inform his readers, that the very next words express that we adore 
the Blessed Trinity as the sole source of salvation: “ Let every 
“spirit praise thee O Trinity, fountain of salvation ; and that 
from God alone, and not from senseless wood do we look for the 
recompense purchased for us by Him who died upon the Cross. 
* Galat. vi. 14. + Diff. of Rom, First Ed. p. 282. 
4K 2 
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“ To those, to whom thou grantest the victory of the cross, add _ 
“also its reward.”’* Thus has the Church studiously explained ἢ 
her own expressions: but she may long explain in vain for a 
determined reviler like my opponent. ἣ 

Mr. Faber grants the probability of the saints iriteneiliiay πὸ 
general terms for the whole Church upon earth. But he says 
that of this we know nothing: because nothing has been — 
revealed. He contends however that we have no warrant for 
invoking them, and that if we do invoke them, we can never be | 
certain that we are not guilty of the idle folly of supplicating — 
those who hear us not. I answer, that if it be admitted as — 


portions of the Church and for individual persons. ‘The same 
charity and solicitude would urge them to both. Nor is it true_ 


therefore we know nothing. For the sacred Scriptures afford — 
plain proof that the angels of God are appointed to watch over — 
us, and keep us in all our ways;t—that every one of Christ’s — 
little ones has his appointed angel in heaven ;}—that the ancient _ 
patriarch Jacob invoked the benediction of his own protecting — 
angel upon the sons of Joseph ;|} and that St. John prayed that — 
grace and peace might come upon the seven churches of Asia — 
Jrom the seven spirits which are before the throne of αοα. Here | : 
it is plainly revealed that the angels may be invoked, as inter-_ 
ceding for individuals, and not only for the Church in general: 
and if the angels thus pray, there is no reason to suppose that — 
the saints who are associated with them in glory, do not equally 
intercede for us. It is not therefore correct to say that nothing 
has been revealed even in Scripture: and that we know nothing ~ 
of the intercession of the blessed in Heaven. Indeed there are ᾿ 
satisfactory evidences in the Scripture that the just departed 


* Te fons salutis Trinitas, 
Collaudet omnis spiritus : 
Quibus crucis victoriam 
Largiris, adde premium. Amen. 


+ Psalm xc. Heb. xci. 11. + St. Matt. xviii. 10. 
|| Genesis xlvili. 16. “| Apocalypse i. 4. 
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life do intercede for the’faithful on earth. That Moses and 


_ Samuel were accustomed to pray for the Jews, is proved by the 


WEE SEA τῶν AMSEC OT, OS 


threat which the Almighty made on one occasion, when his 
anger had been particularly enkindled, that then even their 


intercession would be rejected : If Moses and Samuel shall stand 


_ before me, my soul is not towards this people.* And, as we have 


seen already, Jeremias was accustomed to pray much for the holy 
city, as testified in the Macchabees.f 
I infer, then, that it is more than probable, that it is even 


_ eertain, that the angels and saints do pray for us. Mr. Faber 
_ says, however, that we have no warrant to invoke them, that we 


_ cannot prove that God has communicated to them “ a portion 


᾿ς of his own peculiar knowledge, and that he has required us to 
invoke them.” Well may his own censure here recoil upon his 


_.own head: “ Nothing can be more idle than such childish 


ALD DEGAS 


Ne sophistry.” Mr. Faber ought not to conceal a truth which he 


well knows, that there is no question here of a command to pray 


to the saints, that we never contend that Almighty God has 


required us to invoke them, and that the Church has merely 
declared that such invocation is good and useful ; consequently, 
not strictly necessary for salvation. We are not bound, there- 
fore, to produce any such warrant as Mr. Faber demands. It 


is enough that the Scriptures contain no intimation that our 
_ practice is unlawful, or other than good and useful. We plainly 
_ defy our adversaries to produce any such evidence.: 

__ But it is alleged that we cannot prove that the blessed know 
_ our prayers; and Mr. Faber pretends that Cardinal Cajetan 
_ destroys the whole system by acknowledging that we have no 
_ means of certainly knowing whether the saints hear our prayers, 
_ though we piously believe it: and declares that the fair acknow- 
_ledgment of the learned Cardinal is for his purpose amply 
_ sufficient. But this does not destroy, or in the smallest degree 


affect, our system of invoking the saints. Every divine equally 


with Cajetan admits of course that we are not certain that the 

saints hear our prayers, or know them with absolute knowledge 

of their own. This, though it seems to follow from our believing 
* Jerem. xv. 1. + See above, page 611. 
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it good and profitable to invoke the saints ; yet itis no article. 
of our faith in itself ; it has never been declared such by the 
Church. Consequently, Cajetan and Faber are both equally 
free to deny it, and still our system remains undestroyed. St. 
Augustin, a far more venerable authority, doubted whether the 
saints actually hear our prayers, and yet he had no doubt that they 
ought to be invoked. The whole system did not depend, in his 
mind, upon this acknowledgment ; for he believed that we are 
certainly helped by the saints, and was content to remain 
ignorant by what precise means God omnipotent and omnipre- 
sent is pleased to make our prayers known to the saints, and 
convey to us the benefits of their intercession. * i 
That the saints actually hear us, is not therefore essential to 
be known, in order to justify our doctrine and practice of piously_ 
invoking their intercession. But when we are assured that the 
angels rejoice at the conversion of a sinner, we may well cond 
clude that they are made acquainted with what passes on earth, 
and for our purpose, this is “ amply sufficient.” We may 
safely adopt the conclusion of the learned Doctor Hawarden : 
“ As it is an article of our belief, that all our biessings flow from 
«ς God, through Jesus Christ ; so in the desires and language of 
“ the heart, it is only to God, through Jesus Christ, that all our 
“ prayers are chiefly directed; without which they would not be 
“‘ prayers. Hence it necessarily follows, First, that, when we. 
“ desire to partake of the prayers of the blessed angels and saints, 
“it is enough that our desire is known to God. Secondly, that 
“it is the same thing in effect, whether we say, ‘ Holy Peter, 
“ pray for me,’ or ‘O God, grant mea share in the prayers 
“ St. Peter.’ Thirdly, that, supposing that the saints pray for 
“us, the great controversy concerning their invocation is only a 
“ zealous fighting about words and phrases.” + tk 
We are now arrived at Mr. Faber’s last shift. Petavius he 
says, “ pronounces it to be a matter of absolute certainty, that, 
“in the first ages of the Church, images of Christ were not 
“ substantiated in the place of Pagan idols, nor proposed to the 


A 
* S. Aucustin. De cura pro mortuis. Cap. 4 et 16. 


+ Dr. HAwarDEN—The true Church of Christ shewn, &c. Vol. ii. page 288. 
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“ yeneration of the faithful.” Mr. Faber seems determined 
never to see, or at least never to own the wide difference between 
the nature of this practice, and of most others in the Church of 
God. The use of holy images is not a practice of precept; it 
follows indeed from a firm and sure principle, but for just 
reasons, in certain circumstances, it may be suspended or 
omitted. That the use and veneration of holy images is lawful, 
is an article of Catholic Faith: but the actual practice of this 
veneration is a mere matter of discipline, ποῦ essential 
to Christian worship. The Church made little use of pious 
pictures and images in the very first ages, for good and evident 
reasons. ‘Till Pagan idolatry had in great measure ceased, there 
would have been manifest danger of the converts from paganism, 
- not properly understanding the only lawful use of such sacred 
memorials. Moreover, the first Christians assembled for divine 
- worship in the days of persecution, in caves and catacombs ; 
and their confined oratories were not adapted for much ornament 


_ of painting or sculpture. They were not however entirely without 


_ them; for various pious devices, monagrams, crosses, and even 


_ paintings have been discovered in the recesses of the Roman 


_ eatacombs, still in partial preservation. “‘ We observe that the 
* chapels in the sepulchres of the martyrs at Rome, where the 
** Christian mysteries were celebrated in times of persecution, are 
“ adorned with paintings of roses, birds, crosses, and images of 
*‘ saints. Some of these I copied in the catacombs of St. 
᾿ς “Cyriaque, the descent to which is from the garden of the 
church of St. Lorenzo. ..... Over the stone altar which was 
“ discovered in the baths of Titus, is a fresco painting of St. 
“ Felicita and her sons; and on the side walls are images of the 
“ Apostles. In the lowest subterraneous chapel in the church 
“ of St. Martin, you see the mosaic of our Lady, which existed 
“at least at the time of St. Sylvester.”* The peculiar circum- 
stances of those early times afford therefore sufficient explanation 
and justification of the fact that the use of holy images was very 


* Mores Catholici; or Ages of Faith, by K. H. Dicsy, Esa. Book iii. 
B 180.—See also many of these early images engraved and described in 
rR. Rock’s Hierurgia. 
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rare. But until Mr. Faber can prove that this was because teint 
use was deemed unlawful in itself, and not because the use o 
images was judged imprudent in peculiar circumstances, he wil 
have proved nothing to his perverse purpose, even with the aid 
of Petavius. ἢ 
He attempts to invalidate the Invocation of Saints, from 
what he styles a similar confession of Cardinal Perron, wh 
owns that no traces of such a practice can be found in the 
authors nearest the times of the Apostles, but accounts for this ; 
by alleging that most of the writings of that early age hav 
perished. ‘This miserable excuse, adds Mr. Faber, amounts 
an acknowledgment that the “ unscriptural practice of invokin 
“the saints, is totally unsupported by any ancient. historic: 
“ testimony.” This is his own conclusion, be it observed, an 
not that of the Cardinal. 
In opposition to such a conclusion, I must observe, that it 1 
notoriously false to assert that the invocation of saints is totall 
unsupported by ancient historical testimony. Before such 
conclusion could be valid, it must be proved that the apostoli 
men wrote much, or profesed to write on all points of religiou ᾿ 
belief and practice, and if they did that, their writings hav 
been preserved to our times. These facts never can be proved : 
for it is well known that the holy men nearest to the times of 
the Apostles, had neither occasion nor disposition to wri 
much. The teaching of the Apostles was too fresh in the recol 
lection of all, and too recently sealed with their blood, to requi 
their immediate successors to write treatises to explain or defenc 
it. And the first Christians were too much occupied with 
preaching the truths of religion, or preparing to witness them by 
hourly expected martyrdom, to have much leisure or inclination 
to write books. Thus in the earliest times, comparatively few 
books were written, and of those few, a very small numbk 
indeed have descended to our times. Here Mr. Faber will οἷ ' 
out, perchance, that this amounts to an acknowledgment that | 
the doctrine in giipetion is “totally unsupported by any ancien it 
ἐς historical testimony.” Not so fast: this does not follow. ἢ 
have spoken of the age immediately succeeding the Apostles : 
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after that age, books were multiplied by Christian writers ; and 
very satisfactory evidence is found, and has been produced, in 


what remains to us of the writings of the second and third 


centuries. But the same causes, in great measure, contributed 
in those ages to render such evidence rare, and still more is it 
rare to us at this immense distance of time, knowing, as we do, 
that so many valuable works of those ages have long ago perished. 
But when we come to the fourth century, and read the brilliant, 
overwhelming evidences of such illustrious men as St. John 
Chrysostom, St. Gregory Nazianzen, St. Gregory of Nyssa, 


St. Basil, St. Ambrose, and other glorious names, for the Invo- 


cation of Saints; and when we recollect that these men possessed 


_ so many more of the writings of their predecessors, and had so 


many more opportunities of knowing what had been the doctrine 
and practice of the preceding ages, than such puny pretenders 
as the Rector of Long Newton at the distance of fifteen 
centuries; it would be raving insanity to assert that the Invocation 
of Saints is unsupported by historical evidence, or that those 
illustrious Fathers could have inculcated a doctrine or practice, 
not founded on the primitive, uniform, and perpetual testimony 
of the Church from the very days of the Apostles. 

Our principles and practices on the subjects treated in this 


| Chapter, have now been satisfactorily supported by Scrip- 


ture, and by evidence from the few still extant writings of 
the first three centuries. The nature of these practices furnishes 
of itself a just reason, why less historical evidence is to be 
expected for them in the first centuries, than for other doctrines 


_ and practices. Still we have produced sufficient to satisfy 


any reasonable enquirer. On his.own principles therefore Mr, 
Faber stands refuted: but when we base historical proof on a 
broader foundation, and consider the copious evidence afforded 
subsequent to the third century,—the very imperfect writings 
extant in our days of the first three centuries,—and the certain 
knowledge possessed’ in the fourth century of the doctrines and 
practices of primitive times, then we justly arrive at the conclu- 
sion, that the Invocation of Angels and Saints, the Veneration of 
holy Relics, and the religious honour paid to Crosses, holy pictures 
4 τ, 
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and images, are proved by the testimony of antiquity to have 
been primitive and apostolical. 


Secrion I].—ALLEGED HISTORICAL EVIDENCE AGAINST THE BELIEF © 
AND PRACTICE OF THE CaTHOLIC CdURCH WITH RESPECT TO 
Saints, IMaces, ReLtics, aND CROSSES, REFUTED. ‘ 


Mr. Faber in accordance with the regular plan of his work, 
devotes the Sixth Chapter of his Second Book to the production — 
of evidence against our doctrine and practice respecting the 
veneration and invocation of angels and saints and the relative 
honour and pious use of religious memorials. In the preceding 
Chapters he has uniformly commenced with scriptural, and 
proceeded afterwards to historical evidence. But here he sets 
out with proclaiming it mere trifling and waste of time, gravely 
to sit down “in the present day,” to demonstrate from Scripture 
that the “‘ worship of any being save God is expressly prohibited? Ἰ 
and therefore, “ omitting the superfluity of a formal confutation — 
“from Scripture,” he announces that he shall rather employ 
himself in establishing the historical fact that the early Church 
rejected those corruptions of Saint-worship and Image-worship 
and Relic-worship and Cross-worship which are the established 
opprobrium of the Church of Rome. : 

It is impossible not to feel, and difficult not to express disgust 
and indignation, at the gross, palpable, and disgraceful ‘di 
honesty of such declarations. Are we then to waste our time, 
and to trifle with the patience of our readers, by proving to the — 

world for the thousandth time that we worship Gop ALONE? 
Are the Catholic millions who overspread the globe, to be oblige 
“ sravely to sit down in the present day,” to demonstrate that 
they believe the plain natural truth, which even the Muezzin calls 
aloud from his minaret: “ There is no Gon, but Gop 2?” Is it to. 
be endured that a Christian controvertist shall calumniate the 
Catholic world with the foulest charge which man can bring 
against his fellow man; and then make a merit of not urging 
against him demonstration from Scripture? That taking advan- 
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tage of the ambiguous word worship, for the purpose of studied 
insult, a man who calls himself a minister of religion, shall first 
bring a foul accusation against us, and then make a mock merit 
of not convicting us from Scripture? No: this is past endurance. 


’ Even Mr. Faber’s best admirers must detect and detest the 


malignant and shameful sophistry of such a proceeding. The 
Bible prohibits the worship of any being save God. Undoubtedly, 
if by worship is meant supreme and divine adoration: but if by 
the confessedly ambiguous word worship we agree, when we 
apply it to creatures, to understand inferior and relative honour, 


7 this the Bible does not prohibit. Mr. Faber knew that we most 


solemnly disclaim in principle and practice, any worship of saints 
or images, except in the sense of inferior and relative honour. 
Therefore what he had to do,—and would have done, had it been 
in his power,—was to shew a scriptural prohibition of such 
inferior veneration. He ought to have brought Scripture against 
what we do believe; but this was impossible: and thus he 
pitifully descended to avail himself of an ambiguous word, to 
combat what we do not believe, and what no Christian, no Jew, 
no Turk, no man of common understanding ever could believe. 
It is really too much condescension to remind such a man 


that it is the defect of all languages to use the same words in very 


different significations. Hebrew scholars know that there is no 
word used in Scripture to express divine worship, which is not 
applied in some other place of Scripture to the creature. The 
Greek words προσκυνεῖν and Aazpeve, are equally employed in 
the Septuagint for supreme and for inferior honour, though the 
latter in the New Testament is confined to divine worship. The 
Latin words cultus and adoratio, are used for the honour of God 
and of a creature. To pretend then that the Bible condemns 
our doctrine, because it condemns the divine worship of any but 
the Almighty, is barefaced and monstrous paralogy. 

But Mr. Faber can advance or withdraw a charge with the 
same effrontery, just as it suits his purpose at the time, and 
without any apparent regard to justice, truth, or charity. When 
he sought to invalidate the force of a text in favour of Purgatory, 
he argued that the Macchabean soldiers had died in idolatry, 

41, 2 
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and then he admitted that “ idolatry had ever been held one of 
“the deadly sins.” But now, it being his object to prove us_ 
idolaters, he proclaims that we have ever cherished, professed 
and practised idolatry. Before, we were represented as cons 
demning it as a deadly sin: but now we are accused of cherishing_ 
it as a virtue, as a real act of religion! So much for the ids 
breath of this inconsistent reviler ! 
I shall not stay to notice certain passages transcribed in a 
Note from Biel and Aringhi, cited like several noticed in the 
preceding Section, for the purpose of falsely arguing from a few 
instances of strong and unusual language applied to saints and 
images, that the principles and general practice of the Catholie 
Church.are idolatrous. The answers given to the former pas~ 
sages will equally apply in principle to these. 
The Bible, Mr. Faber maintains, condemns all image-worship, — 
not only as impious, but as absurd; and makes no difference 
between “ popish images of saints and pagan images of false 
** divinities.” It will suffice to reply, that the Bible condemns 4 
idolatry ; and so does every Catholic from the bottom of his 
soul: and that when Mr. Faber shall have proved that our 
veneration of saints and religious memorials is idolatrous, he may — 
then justly urge the Bible against us, but not till then. With 
this, he proceeds to the production of historical evidence against - 
what he chooses to style Saint-worsuip; and I readily follow 
him on his chivalrous adventure. ΐ 


— 
+ he ef 


a 


ANGELS AND SAINTS. 


His first argument needs little comment, as it odin 
carries with it the exposure of its own absurd 8 9 val 
᾿ 


therefore they “ could not have indulged in that vain and ide 
“ less superstition.” Here is but another instance of the empty — i 
sophistry of arguing from ambiguous terms purposely selected. — 
The proof is speedily dissipated by a simple distinction. The 
ancients proved the divinity of our Blessed Saviour by the fact 
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of his being universally invoked as God, with divine worship ; I 
grant: but this does not interfere with the actual invocation of 
saints as the friends and favourites of God, and as advocates and 
mediators of intercession for us. Mr. Faber’s two quotations are 
accordingly nothing to the purpose. The first from Novatian 
argues that Christ must be God, because he is invoked as omni- 
present, and capable of affording us salvation: and the other 
from St. Athanasius proclaims that we are truly worshippers of 
God, because in invoking Christ, we invoke no mere man, but 
the Son of God, who is both God and man. It would be almost 
an insult to the reader to point out the staring fatuity of alleging 
such passages against the invocation of saints. Though Mr. 
_ Faber has the assurance to affirm, that such language can never 
_ be employed by us either with cogency or consistency, he knows 
that we can use it with full power and propriety, because in 
reality we never pay to the saints the honour, or attribute to 
them the perfections, which belong to God alone. 
' He next professes to produce direct testimonies against the 
_ worship of saints. Here he will probably succeed; and we 
shall j join in his useful discoveries, for we abhor the worship of 
saints, in the sense of divine adoration, as strongly as he does 
himself. But he will produce no evidence against the real point 
at issue, the relative honour and due invocation of saints and 
angels. Holding on his same pitiful course of logomachy, he 
_ first adduces the following testimony of St. Augustin. 
~~ © Let not our point of religion be the worship of dead men. 
For, though they lived piously ; still they are not to be so 
“ accounted of, as requiring from us any such honours: but they 
rather wish us to worship him, through whose illumination 
_ “ they rejoice that we should be partakers of their merit. They 
| -“ are to be honoured, therefore, on account of imitation ; not to 
“be prayed to, on account of religion.”* 

This Mr. Faber brings forward against the worship of saints ; 
and is plainly directed by its οὐρα δα author against such © 
- worship ; but only when understood as divine. The Latin word 
which St. Augustin employs, is culiws, and he shews that he 
| * §. AuG. De vera relig. c. lv. Oper. Vol. 1. p. 317. 
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means it in the sense of divine worship, by saying that the saints) 
wish us to employ it towards God. He could not mean that 
they wished us to worship God with any inferior or relative 
honour: hence that worship which he would not allow us to pay 
to the saints, was evidently not inferior or relative, but supreme 
and divine worship. ‘Therefore we have even here comple 6 
evidence that St. Augustin did not condemn that inferior and 
relative worship, which alone we pay to the saints. In the same 
Chapter, however, we shall find not only proof yet more positive: 
of St. Augustin’s meaning, but valuable evidence of his unequi- 
vocal confidence in the protection and intercession of the blessed 
spirits. “ What therefore the highest angel worships, (colit) 
“is to be worshipped (colendum) also by the lowest man.”* 
“ Whoever of the angels loves this God, I am certain that he 
“ς also loves me. Whoever remains in Him, and can know 


Ὰ ‘ ae ‘4 
“his supreme good, assists me in him, nor can he envy mea 


“¢ participation in him.’’> ‘ 
The more we look into St. Augustin, the more we shall stani 
amazed at the folly of attempting to bring his illustrious 
authority against the veneration of saints, when so much may 
be readily adduced from his pages in direct support of the lawfu 
ness of both honouring and invoking them. What can be 
stronger than the following passages: “the multitude of the 
“Gentile believers now venerates (adorat) the most blesse 
“ fisherman Peter on their bended knees.”{ “ Let the temple ὁ 
“ Romulus be shewn me in such honour at Rome as 1 there’ 
“ shew the shrine of Peter. Who is honoured in Peter, but He 
“‘ who died for us?”’|| Here is at once evidence of the paym ent 


* Quod ergo colit summus angelus, id colendum est etiam ab homine 
+ Quisquis angelorum diligit hunc Deum, certus sum quod etiam me 
diligit. Quisquis in illo manet, et potest humanas preces sentire in illo me 
exaudit. Quisquis ipsum habet bonum suum in apse me adjuvat, nec mihi 
ejus participationem potest invidere.—S. Aue. Lib. de vera religione 
Cap. 55. ye 
4 Beatissimum Petrum piscatorem modo genibus provolutis adorat 
tium multitudo.—S. Aue. Serm. I. de SS. Petro et Paulo. ὌΝ Ὁ 
|| Ostendatur mihi Rome in tanto honore templum Romuli, in quart 
ibi ostendo memoriam Petri. In Petro quis honoratur, nisi ille defunctt 
pro nobis ?—S. Aue. Enarrat. in Ps, 44, ἐπ F 


SECTION II. ANGELS AND SAINTS. 655 


of the honour, and of its relative character. Take again the 
following nice and careful distinction of the sense, in which alone 
St. Augustin allows us to worship angels. ‘“ Would that you 
“also would worship them ; (angels) for you would easily learn 
“ of them not to worship them, (the evil spirits). ... Let no one 
_ say, I am afraid lest the angel should be angry with me, if I 
“do not worship him as my God. Then indeed he is angry, 
“when thou wouldst worship him. For he is good, and he loves 
“God. For as the devils are angry if they are not worshipped, 
“so the angels are indignant, if they are worshipped as God.”* 
In fact, St. Augustin abounds in passages calculated to cover 
‘Mr. Faber with sempiternal opprobrium. I will urge only one 
‘more; but that one alone convicts him of the most barefaced 
_misrepresentation of this holy Father. He has brought a passage, 
expressly, as he says, against all worship of saints, however 
qualified by Latin ingenuity. Now hear St. Augustin expressly 
recommending and adopting our identical terms, which of course 
every one knows that the Church borrowed from such venerable 
_ authorities. “ We therefore worship the martyrs (colimus) with 
_ “that worship of love and fellowship, with which even in this 
* life the holy men of God are worshipped,.... But with that 
“ς worship (cultu) which in Greek is called /atria, and cannot be 
*€ expressed in one word in Latin, (hence the ambiguity of cultus 
as well as worship) “ since it is a certain service due properly to 
_ “the Deity, we neither worship, nor teach to be worshipped any 
_ © but God alone.”t Truly Mr. Faber has fallen on St. Augustin, 
only to be broken ! 

* Let us next,” he says, “ against the worship of angels, hear 
the testimony of Origen.” The passage is from the treatise 
against Celsus. ‘“ Having learned to call those beings angels, 

* Utinam ipsos colere velletis, facile ab ipsis disceretis non illos colere.... 

Nemo dicat, timeo ne irascatur mihi angelus, si non illum colo pro Deo meo. 

-Tunc tibi irascitur, quando ipsum colere volueris. Bonus est enim, et 

Deum amat. Quomodo enim demones irascuntur si non colantur, sic 
 angeli indignantur, si pro Deo colantur,—S. Aue. In Ps. xevi. Enarrat, 

+ Colimus ergo martyres eo cultu dilectionis et societatis, quo et in hac 

vita coluntur sancti homines Dei,.... At illo cultu, que Grecé latria dicitur, 
Latine uno verbo dici non potest, cum sit quedam proprié divinitati debita 


servitus, nec colimus, nec colendum docemus, nisi unum Deum.—S. Ave. 
Contra Faustum. Lib. av. Cap 21. 
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“ from their official character of messengers ; we find them also, 
“ in the Sacred Scriptures, styled gods, on account of their being 
“ divine. Yet they are not so styled, as if we were commande ded 
‘to venerate and to worship ‘them in the place of God, sinee 
“ they are only mere ministering agents, who convey tous God’ d’s 
~“ blessings. For all supplication and prayer and intercessi 
“ and thanksgiving we must offer up to God who is above ᾿ 
“ through the living ΥΥ ογὰ 'ὅπαὰ God who isa high-priest superi 
«ὁ to all angels To mvocate angels, indeed, when men 
* know so little about them; were itself irrational: but, even ΟἹ ; 


“ the supposition that we were ever so well acquainted with suel 
“‘ mysterious wonders ; still this very supposed knowledge, wk i e 
“it was setting forth their nature and their respective offices . 
“ὁ would forbid us presumptuously to pray to any other than he 
“ all sufficient Deity through the Son of God our Saviour.”* 
To produce such a passage, could answer no other end th 
still further to expose:;Mr. Faber’s unfair dealing. Wheth 
angels are to be worshipped. as gods, Mr. Faber well: knows i 
not the question, upon which ‘he.has to produce evidence. But : 
the above quotation merely decides that we are not to give t 
angels the worship due to God. This not being denied by ai 
Catholic, its: production is worse than trifling. Origen in i 
same Book repeats again and again the point on which it was is 
purpose-to insist, namely that the angels are not to be adore ἃ 
with divine worship.t If he says in the passage cited, that al 1 
supplication is to be offered to God, through Christ, the livin ; 
Word, his meaning is apparent from the context. He me ans 
that we are not “to pray to any other than the all-sufficient 
“ Deity,” as the supreme giver of all graces and blessings; and 


* OrRIGEN,. contra Celsum, Lib. v. p. 233. ie 

* Tés ἐν TO δυρανῶ ὠγγέλες «δεῖς τῶν δελευύντων TO Μωῦσξ 
νόμῳ ὡροσκυνεῖ.. -—P. 234. Ἢ 
Ταῦτα ἡμᾶς, nate τὸ δυνατὸν ἡ ἡμῖν, τρανώσωμεν, καὶ παραςήδωμ (εν 
ὅτι, Κέλσε γομίσοντος "IeDaixoy εἶναι! τὸ προσκυνεῖν ὑἐῤανῷ καὶ τοῖς, 
αὐτῷ ἀγγέλοις; 8x Ἰυδαϊκὸν μὲν τὸ τοιῆτον, παραξατικὸν ha Ἰνδαῖςμ Abe 
ésiv.—P. 235. δι τ 
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only to pray to him “through our Saviour,” as the sole mediator 
of redemption. But this does not forbid our supplicating the 
angels as mediators of intercession: if it did, it would equally 


_ forbid our soliciting the prayers of our fellow men on earth. But 


_we have seen in the preceding Section that Origen himself 
practised the invocation of angels: “ Come, O Angel, receive 
him converted by the word from his former error, &c.”* Thus 
Mr. Faber has gained nothing but confusion by his appeal to 
_ Origen. Let us follow him to St. Epiphanius, “ against the 
_ “worship of the Virgin Mary specifically.”. Would any one 
suppose that the following was his evidence? “ Let. Mary be 
_ “held in honour: but let the Father and the Son and the Holy 
_ © Ghost be worshipped. As for Mary, let no one worship her.” 
_ All I need say, is Amen; which I say sincerely, and every 
_ Catholic in the wide world will readily join in its repetition. The 
true doctrine of the Catholic Church could not be better dis- 
tinguished; nor the malicious absurdity of Mr. Faber better 
exposed than by such a quotation. . 

{ Mr. Faber however indulges in a rancorous Note against 
_ ¢ertain titles and expressions applied to the Blessed Virgin Mary. 
_ She is styled Queen of Heaven ; but not, as he would represent, 
- in “ shameless, idolatrous adaptation of the identical worship 
«; formerly offered to Astoreth,” or rather to the moon:t but 
᾿ς because she is Mother of Him who is King of heaven ;,and surely 
_ abeing so highly favoured may justly be styled Queen of Heaven. 
_ But Mr. Faber informs us that he once encountered “ a scan- 
_ “dalous: perversion of the whole Book of Psalms,” in which 
_ some zealous adorer of this paganised Queen of Heaven had 
‘ “ actually travestied all the Psalms, by throughout industriously 
_ “ introducing the name of Mary in the place of the name of 
Jehovah.” The Psalter here alluded to, though sometimes 
attributed to St. Bonayenture, is falsely ascribed to him, and 
_ unworthy to bear his name.{ Of such exaggerated expressions 

* See the passage cited at length, above, page 621. 
Jeremias xliv. 17. 
+ Rev. Alban Butler—Lives of Saints. Note on-the Life of St. Bonaven- 


stp July 14. He refers to Fabricius, Bellarmin, Labbe and Natalis Alex- 
ander. 
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the Church has never approved ; if any of the faithful underwtallll 
them literally and dogmatically, they would be unhesitatingly 
condemned. Therefore for such performances as this Psalter, so. : 
rare, that Mr. Faber happened. only once to encounter it, we 
cannot be made responsible. More of this “ detestable blas- 
phemy” Mr. Faber rakes out from the red hot furnace of the 
renowned Middleton. The following is given on his authorities 
as inscribed of the Blessed Virgin, on a gate of the princip 
church in Florence. There is none saved, O most holy Virgin, 
“© but through thee. There is none delivered from evils, but gil 
“ thee. There is none to whom grace is merciful, but through 

“* thee—Mary, truly, opens to all the bosom of. mercy, that all 
“ may receive of her plenitude.” This he pronounces “ detestable 
“blasphemy.” Was it then detestable blasphemy in St. Irenzeus _ 
to call Mary the cause of salvation to the whole human race ω 
Did Tertullian detestably blaspheme, when he said of Mary, that 
by her mankind would be brought back to salvation: and that 
the sin which Eve committed by believing the serpent, Mary 
blotted out by believing the angel?t+ Or since our hero so gladly — 
enlisted St. Epiphanius “ against the worship of the Virgin Mary,” 
let us ask him if St. Epiphanius blasphemed, when he wrote — 
these remarkable words: “ Truly life itself was introduced into 
“ the world by the Virgin Mary.... Eve brought to the human 
“ race the cause of death.... Mary gave the cause of life ?”{ Or 
finally was it blasphemy in the great St. Augustin to say: “Eve 
“‘ was the authoress of sin, Mary the authoress of merit. . ii 
‘one wounded, the other healed ?”’|| If Mr. Faber can readily 
understand the lawful sense in which these strong axpreanay 


* See the passage cited above, pages 618-619. ἧ 

t Ut quod per ejusmodi sexum abierat in perditionem, per eumdem ox 
re pcb gy in salutem Crediderat Eva serpenti: credidit Maria Gabrieli : 

ila credendo deliquit, hac credendo delevit. Tertuuu. Lid. de Cau 

Christi Cap. xvii. ie 

t ade δὲ ἀληθῶς ἐπὸ Μαρίας au7n ἡ ζωὴ TO κόσμῳ γεγέννηται"... 

Ἡ μὲν γὰρ Eva πρόφασις γεγέννηται θανάτε τοὶς ἀνθρωποῖς" «++ Ἧ 
δὲ Μαρίω πρόφασις ζωῆς.---8. ΕΡΙΡΗ. Adv. Heres. Lib. iii. Tom. 11. § 18. 


ἢ Auctrix peccati Heva, auctrix mer iti Maria.... Illa percussit, ista. sanavit. 
S. Aue. Serm 18. de Sanctis. 
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were used by such venerable authorities, let him beware of 
dealing out charges of blasphemy against similar inscriptions, lest 
he fall under the merited censure of an apostle, among those men ΄ 
who blaspheme whatsoever things they know nat.* Every Catholic 
willingly joins in the following Anathema: “ Cursed is every 
“ὁ goddess-worshipper, that believes the Blessed Virgin Mary to 
‘be any more than a creature: that worships her, or puts his 
“trust in her more than in God; that believes her above her 
“ Son, or that she can in any thing command him. Amen.”’> But 
without prejudice to this firm belief, like St. Paul, who calls the 
Philippians his most desired, his joy and his crown ;{ we shall 
in a lawful sense, and without dread of the thundering anathemas 
of Long Newton, continue fervently to address the Holy Mother 
of God in these and similar expressions: Hail, O Queen, Mother 
of mercy, our life, our sweetness, and our hope! To thee do we 
cry, banished sons of Eve !\| 


IMAGES. 


“ From Saint-worship,’ says Mr. Faber, in his favourite 
style, “ let us proceed to Image-worship.” His first argument 
may be thus condensed. The first Christians ridiculed the 
image-worship of the Pagans, even when the Pagans vindicated 
it on the ground of its being only relative : therefore the first 
Christians themselves could not have paid to images even so 
much as a relative worship. Mr. Faber adds, that were he an 
African or a Hindoo, he should defend the image-worship of his 
ancestors, by retorting upon a Latin missionary who might 
attempt to ridicule it, that identical relative worship which the 
missionary took upon himself to deride. 

It is often an easy matter to convict Mr. Faber out of his own 
mouth. In his Chapter IV. of Book II. against Transubstan- 


* St. Jude, v. 10. + The Papist misrepresented and represented. 
' Τ Phillippians iv. 1. 

|| The beginning of the sublime hymn Salve Regina, used for many 
centuries in the divine oftice in every part of the Church of God. Its author 
is unknown, but supposed to have been Hermannus Contractus, a Bene- 
dictin, in 1059. See, Bona De Sing. part. divin. Psalmodie Ce: zvi.’ Others 
suppose the author to have been Peter of Compostella. See Digay—Mores 
Catholici Book i. p. 142 and Book v. p. 21. 
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tiation, he had repeatedly admitted that a decent reverence, 
amounting in fact to a relative honour, was to be paid to the 
Eucharistic bread and wine, as symbols, or images of Christ's” 
body and blood ; and at page 364, he translated the word of 
Theodoret προσκυνεῖται, by the English venerated, as applicak 7 
to the Eucharistic elements. Thus he gets entangled in the same 
net with Calvin, who says that the unworthy communicant 18. 
guilty of the body and blood of the Lord, because he profanes it; — 
by profaning its images, the sacred symbols of bread and wine, 
I leave them to extricate themselves as they may from the pal-_ 
pable inconsistency of allowing the relative worship of οὔθ 
image, and not of others : and proceed to notice more directly 
Mr. Faber’s objection. . 
The Christians undoubtedly ridiculed, with good reason the Ἴ 
image-worship of Paganism, as rank idolatry. But I deny that— 
in so doing they exposed themselves to any rational retort. For 
the idolatry of the Pagans consisted in paying divine worship 
to images ; which Christians do not, and never have done; anc q 
also in paying divine worship to false gods; while Christians — 
worship with divine honour one only true and living God. If_ 
Jupiter had been the true God, and alone worshipped by the — 
Pagans as such, the Christians would never have condemned — 
them for paying a relative honour to his image. But when they 
derided Pagan idolatry, it was because it was absurd and impious, © 
whether rendered absolutely or relatively... Therefore the 
Christians were not open to any just retort from the Pagans. — 
Mr. Faber supposes the latter to reply, that the Christian — 
churches were actually crowded with images, to which the Chris- — 
tians offered the same relative worship which they derided. Buta 
Christian would have quickly informed the Pagan, that. of all 
those images the crucifix alone represented his God, and that his 
veneration of even that image was only relative. He would — 
have added, that he divinely worshipped God alone, and not his ~ 
image; one only true God, and not many false gods; and that 
the other images were honoured in a manner far inferior, since 
even their prototypes were infinitely below the great, eternal _ 
God. Mr. Faber’s denial therefore of the existence of the 
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relative veneration of holy images in the primitive Church, from 
the fact of the ridicule cast by the Christians upon Pagan 


idolatry, is without a shadow of foundation in argument. 


_ It is equally unfounded in authority. He has collected several 
long passages from the early Christian writers: but it was waste 
of time and paper to copy them, and worse than folly to produce 


_ them, for a purpose to which they are totally inapplicable. He 


cites St. Clement of Alexandria in testimony of the absurdity of 
man pretending to make God, and that images in themselves 


᾿ must be worthless, and material, and profane.* All pabinicr 
Ἷ true : but in no way touching the real question. 


δ quotes Tertuliian, against fabricating as well as worshipping 


Ἢ idols.t In the Book On Idolatry, whence the passage is taken, 
Tertullian lays down many sound principles against idolatry in 


which every Catholic will agree : and though Tertullian does not 


ΟΠ reason justly in every part of the treatise, there is nothing in 


Mr. Faber’s quotation from which we should dissent, nor a 
syllable which interferes in the slightest degree with the relative 


honour which we give to holy images. Tertullian inveighs 


throughout against making idols, that is, images to be worshipped 
with divine adoration. What has this to do with making images 


as pious memorials, to be honoured with inferior and relative 


veneration ? 

Next we are presented with Origen, asserting that the very 
lowest and least informed Christian is exempt from the sottish 
stupidity of fancying that the Deity can be represented by some 
mean artizan ; and proclaiming the ignorance of those, who pray 
to lifeless things for health and life.t When Mr. Faber can 
convict any one of the “very lowest and least informed’ 
Catholics, of either of these sottish and impious stupidities, he 
may triumphantly read his condemnation from Origen: but till 
he has achieved this, he may leave Origen upon his shelf. : 

Then comes Arnobius. The Pagans might allege that they 


rms their — through the medium of images. Arno- 


ἘΦ Cuem. Alex. Strom. Lid. vii. 
+ Turtuty. De Idololatria. § tii. 
t Origen. Contra Celsum. Lib. vi. p. 284. . 
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bius asks them in derision, if the gods could be ignorant 
they were worshipped, supposing that there were no images 
and he maintains that it is injurious to the gods to expect he 
from them, and at the same time to beg it of a senseless imag 
It is by no means to Mr. Faber’s credit to have brought such a 
passage against us. For he must have seen that there was ΠΟ 
parity between this plea of Paganism, and the practice of 
Catholics. Whoever will examine the Sixth Book of Arnobius, 
cannot fail to perceive, that his meaning is widely different fr ᾿ : 
what Mr. Faber represents. The language of Arnobius impo is 
that the Pagans believed it indispensable to worship their gods _ 
through the medium of images ; whence he asks if their gods” 
could not hear them without images. But Catholics do not 
believe images necessary, or that due veneration cannot be paid _ 
to the saints without images. Here, therefore, there is no 
parallel. Arnobius evidently charges the Pagans with praying — 
to a senseless image: nullius sensus ad effigiem deprecari. — 
But no Catholic prays ¢o an image: he may pray before it, to 
excite his devotion, but his prayer is still directed solely to the — 
celestial being whom the image represents. Here, therefore 
again there exists not the least parity between Pagan idolatry, 
and Catholic veneration of holy images. Consequently, to allege 
such a passage, was, on the part of Mr. Faber, highly dis-— 
honourable. 4 
This, however, is manifestly a favourite ground with him for 
false accusation. He has it in a Note, in the beginning of his’ 
Chapter VI. in the First Book, and again at page 215, tows 
the end of the same Chapter. In the former place, he la 
down the false position, that our distinction of “ relative i 
“worship” has been borrowed from what he calls “ the strictly 
“ homogeneous theory of ancient Paganism ;” and this unfoniaea 
assertion he attempts to support by a passage from the same _ 
Sixth Book of Arnobius, Adversus Gentes, in which he introduces” 
the Pagan’ thus explaining his idolatry. ‘We neither believe 
“ brass, nor the materials of gold and silver, nor others of which — 
“ images are composed, to be of themselves gods and religious . 
ἐς divinities ; but in these things we worship and venerate those, 
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«‘ whom the sacred dedication introduces, and causes to dwell 
‘within those fabricated images.” In the latter place, Mr. 
Faber repeats the above favourite passage, and adds that Arno- 
bius replies to the Pagan, precisely as he himself should reply to 
the “image-worshippers of the Latin Church ;” namely, as 
follows. ‘ It would be no blamable or contemptible reason, 
* which would induce any cautious and very prudent man to 
*“ believe that the gods, forsaking their own seats, that is heaven, 
“ should not refuse nor avoid entering into terrestrial habita- 
“ tions ; yea, should be even impelled by the rite of dedication 
“ united themselves to images. Do your gods then dwell in 
“ plaster and clay? Am I to understand that your gods are the 
mind, spirit and soul of clay and plaster? And that they 
“ suffer themselves to be shut up, and to lie hid in the confine- 
“ ment of a dark cell, that the vilest of things may become more 
“respectable?” He goes on to ask in triumphant derision, 
whether the gods do this unwillingly, obliged to it by the solemn 
dedication of the idol, or whether they do it of their free choice: 
and shews the absurd: consequences of either opinion. But 
what has all this in common with the Catholic practice of 
venerating holy images? Not the smallest particle. Arnobius 
plainly exposes the absurdity of worshipping an idol, because it 
is believed to be actually inhabited by the god whom it represents. 
Through images, as a necessary medium, we neither worship God, 
nor venerate the saints; nor do we believe that the saints reside 
in their images: therefore to us the dissertation of Arnobius is 
inapplicable; and Mr. Faber’s production of it, disgraceful. I 
have only to add, if all those are idolaters who employ some 
outward sign to remind their senses of the Divinity, let those 
look to it who have words to signify Him to the ear, and Hebrew 
letters within a triangle to convey His awful name to their eyes. 

Mr. Faber next quotes from Minucius Felix: but no longer 
to urge his malignant parallel between our veneration of holy 
images and absolute Pagan idolatry, but to prove that the 
Pagans did actually worship the idols themselves, and did not 
merely adore the gods through the medium of their images; thus 
ludicrously demolishing his own previous theory. “It is manifest 
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that your gods were mere men, whom we know both to have be Ἢ ’ 
** born and to have died. Yet who doubts, that the vulgar adore a: id 
“ publicly worship their consecrated images?” That it was ti a | 
precise idolatrous worship of the idol itself, which the Christi an ἡ 
speaker in Minucius condemned and derided, is evident from # t 
continuation of the passage in the original, which Mr. Faber does _ 
not quote. After sarcastically exposing the folly of considering 
an image to be a god, when once it has been duly adorned an¢ q 
consecrated, and has received divine honours, he thus continues: 
* But how much do dumb animals naturally estimate your ie 3 ὃ 
“ Mice, swallows, and kites know perfectly well that they have 
** no sense, they become familiar with them, crawl upon them, 
** sit upon them, and if you do not drive them away, build th ἣ i 
“nests in the very mouth of your god. Spiders cover his face, 
“ and suspend their threads from his head. You wipe, and clean — 
and scrape, and at the same time protect and fear those whom | 
** you yourselves make.”* ΤῸ maintain in one page that ὁ ὃ ' 
Pagans only worshipped their deities through the medium of 
images, and in the next to bring pointed evidence of their gross _ 
adoration of the idols themselves, is not expected from any — 
honorable or consistent man, but to be looked for almost as 
matter of course from the writer before us. He is completely the 
wolf in the fable. Catholics are, must be, and shall be Idolaters. 
If Pagans paid only relative worship to their idols, Catholics of — 
course are Idolaters in their relative veneration of holy images: — 
but if all antiquity attests that the Pagans actually worshipped — 
the idols themselves, still Catholics must have borrowed their 
practices from “the strictly homogeneous theory of anci 
ἐς Paganism :” they must and shall be equally Idolaters! 
But what says finally Lactantius? “ We do not fear the 
“ images themselves, they tell us; but those beings, after whose Ὁ 


* (Quanta vero de diis vestris animalia muta naturaliter judicant ὃ M 
hirundines, milvi, non sentire eos sciunt, norunt, inculcant, insident, ac i 
abigatis, in ipso dei vestri ore nidificant. Aranez vero faciem ejus intexunt 
et de ipso capite sua fila suspendunt. ΥΩ tergitis, mundatis, eraditiiy 
1105. quos facitis, protegifis et timetis. . MINUCII FELICTS, Oct. 

Cap. xxiv. 
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“ secrated ——- Why, then, do not you raise your eyes to 
“ heaven? Why do you turn to walls and stocks and 
“stones, rather than look thither where you believe your gods 
to be?” The argument of Lactantius no more applies to us 
than any of the preceding. The reader, as usual, needs only to 
look a little further than Mr. Faber thought it prudent to quote, 
and he will soon discover the meaning of Lactantius. Where 
Mr. Faber has placed his first dash, the author says: “ But you 
“ fear them, because you believe them to be in heaven: for if 
“they are gods, it cannot be otherwise.”* He then rallies the 
Pagans upon the folly of worshipping images, if they believed their 
divinities absent from them: “If we are to number the gods 
“with the absent, they ought not to be worshipped, if they 
“ neither see what we do, nor hear us when we pray.” + “ But,” 
he adds: “if the gods cannot be absent, because being divine 
“ they see and hear all things, in every part of the world; then 
“ idols are superfluous, since they are every where present, and 
“ it is sufficient to invoke in prayer the names of those who 
“hear.” t Next Lactantius takes up a further plea of the Pagans, 
thus: “ But they are present only in their images. Yes forsooth; 
“just as the vulgar believe that the souls of the ‘dead wander 
“ about among the tombs and remains of their bodies. But 
“ after all, when the god has begun to be present, there is no 
further need of his image.”|| From all which it is clear that 
Lactantius reproved the Pagan worship of images, because images 
were considered essential to the adoration of their deities, because 
they believed that their gods could not, or would not hear them, 
except through the medium of idols, and in fine because they 
worshipped their images with absolute idolatrous homage, as he 


_ * Nempe ideo timetis, quod eos esse in celo arbitramini: neque enim, si 

dii sunt, aliter fieri potest. Firm. Lactantii Divin. Institut. Lib. ti. Cap. 2. 

+ Siin absentium ; colendi ergo non sunt, si nec vident que facimus, nec 
audiunt que precamur. Ibid. 

1 Siautem dii absentes esse non possunt, qui quoniam divini sunt, in 
᾿ς quacumque mundi parte fuerint, vident et audiunt universa; supervacua 
ergo sunt simulacra, illis ubique presentibus, cum satis sit audientium 
nomina precibus advocare. Idd. 

|| At enim presentes nonnisi ad imagines suas adsunt. Ita plane; quem- 
admodum vulgus existimat, mortuorum animas circa tumulos et corporum 
suorum reliquias oberrare. Sed tamen postquam deus ille presto esse coepit, 
jam simulacro ejus opus non est. Ibid. 
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so forcibly expresses in the following eloquent expostulation: — 
“ They therefore who have sense, adore things insensible: they 
“‘ who are wise, things without reason ; they who are alive, things 
“ without life ; they whose origin is heavenly, things terrestrial.” 
Was it therefore madness, or malice, to attempt our condemna-_ 
tion from Lactantius? I fear, somewhat of both. ; ᾿ 
Thus has Mr. Faber utterly failed in his disgraceful attempt 
to prove that the Pagan Idolatry, derided by the primitive 
Christians, was homogeneous with the Catholic relative venera- i 
tion of holy images. We have now’ to examine his next under- _ 
taking; which is to prove, as he says, by direct testimony, that 
“the primitive believers abhorred all image-worship, however 
“ disguised with the old pagan pretence of relative adoration.’ ᾿ 
First he produces the following from St. Clement of Alexandria, — 
who flourished towards the close of the second century. “ An 
“ image, truly, is mere dead matter, fashioned by the hand of — 
“ the artizan. But, with us Christians, there is no sensible 
“ representation formed out of sensible matter. God, the alone 
“true God, is our intellectual image.’+ St. Clement in this — 
place exposes the gross impiety and folly of adoring senseless _ 
images, and distinctly says: “In my opinion those’ who make — 
“these gods, pay divine honours not to gods or demons, but 
“to the earth and workmanship with which the idols are — 
“fashioned.” t Noone who did not know Mr. Faber’s writings, — 
would believe that these are the words immediately preceding — 
what he has quoted: or that it was possible to bring an author — 
thus positively charging the Pagans with absolute, and not even 
relatwe Idolatry, to bear evidence against the Christian use of 
holy images. St. Clement might well assure the Pagans that 
Christians have no image of that great Being who is without any 
sensible form: but what has that to do with the lawfulness of | 
using sensible representations of those, who either have pos- 


* Adorant ergo insensibilia, qui sentiunt ; irrationabilia, qui sapiunt Ay ἤ 
exanima, qui vivunt ; terrena, qui oriuntur e celo.—Idid. hi 
1.5. CLEMENT. ALEX. Cohort. ad Gentes—§ iv. | 


t Προσκυνουσι δὰ οἱ θεοποιοι Καὶ θεους καὶ δαιμονας; κατα γε aso 
τὴν aay, yn SE καὶ τέχνην, τὰ ἀγαλματα ὅπερ éot'e—Ibid. : 
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sessed, or have appeared in human forms? The Pagans believed 
that their idols represented the actual forms of their deities: was 
there ever a Christian so besotted as to suppose he could repre- 
sent the divine nature of God? Mr. Faber ought to blush at 
his own malignant folly in citing such a passage for such a 
purpose. | 

Mr. Faber has two otherquotations; one from Minucius Felix, 
the other from Origen. They have both been amply considered 
in a former work ;* but as he unblushingly produces them again 
without any notice of the refutation which his argument has 
already received, he affords me a fresh opportunity of exposing 
his dishonourable tactics in controversial warfare. The following 
he gives from Minucius Felix. 

“ Why, asks the Pagan disputant Cecilius, have the Christians 
“no altars, no temples, no known images? Why need they 
“ affect such secrecy, unless their worship were something 

“ς shameful and richly meriting punishment? Whence, or what, 
“ or where, is that one solitary God, with whom neither republics 
‘nor monarchies are acquainted? What strange monsters, 
“what portents, do Christians devise! How prodigious their 
“< doctrine, that their God, forsooth, whom they can neither shew 
“ nor see, diligently enquires into all their thoughts and actions? ¢ 
“ Do you fancy; replies the Christian disputant Octavius, when 
“in regular course he comes to answer this objection of his 
“ opponent : do you fancy, that, if we have no temples and altars, 
“we hide what we worship? What image can I fashion for 
* God?” 

The Pagan objects in the above extracts, ae the Christians 
had “no altars, no temples, no known images.” But we must 
remember that all these names conveyed widely different ideas 
to the Pagan, and to the Christian. Octavius, therefore, might 
admit, in the sense of his opponent, that the Christians had 
none of these things. Fora Pagan altar was a stone hearth 
erected in the open air before an idol; but a Christian altar, in 
that early time, was simply the stone slab over the tomb of a 


* Reply to Faber’s Supplement to Difficulties of RonianivabcLpuyie 48. 
+ Minuc. Feu. Ocrav. p. 91-95. t Ibid. -p. 313. 
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martyr in some obscure cemetery. A Pagan temple was a richly 

adorned receptacle for an idol, and the votive offerings pre- | 
sented to it; it was generally a small, dark sanctuary, into — 
which the people never entered; they remained outside around — 
the altar ; but the Christians never called their places of assembly _ 
temples, out of horror for Pagan worship: and their Churches, — 
Basilics, or Oratories were of a very different nature from Pagan — 
temples. The Pagans saw no images, but were not therefore — 
warranted in their inference that the Christians made use of — 
none. The expression known images implied perhaps that the : 
Christians had no images of any gods known to the Pagans. 

Octavius might safely allow that the Christians had no such — β 
images, nor any publicly exhibited in the manner of Pagan idols, j 
But it is manifest from the very words of his answer, which Mr. : 
Faber quotes, that the reproach of the Pagan referred to images | 

representing the Deity, as the Pagan idols were considered to do. 
‘What image,” he asks, “can I fashion for God?” It has 
been already observed that the Pagan ¢emples were sanctuaries — 
for the gods, in which they were supposed to reside in their 
images. Octavius continues in strict accordance with that signi- — 
fication of the word femple. ‘What image can I fashion for 
“ God, since if thou judgest rightly, man himself is the image of ; 
“God? What temple can I build for him, since this whole 
“ world, the work of his hands, cannot contain him?* I need 4 
then only observe, that if Octavius appears to admit that the — 
Christians had no images, he evidently means images represent- _ 
ing the Deity, and adored with divine worship, like the Pagan — 
idols; and such an admission every Catholic will of course 
gladly make, without prejudice to his belief that the use and 

due honour of holy images is lawful. But I will add, that as 

Mr. Faber would never dream of arguing that the Christians had 

no churches because Octavius admitted that no ¢emple could be 

built to contain the divine immensity ; he has as little right to 

infer that they had no images, because Octavius admitted that 


* Quod enim simulacrum Deo fingam, cum si recte existimes, sit Dei 

homo ipse simulacrum ὃ Templum quod ei extruam, cum totus hic mundus, 
ejus opere fabricatus, eum capere non possit?—M. Minvucit Fexicts 
tad δ LUV. 
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they erected no idols. What proves too much, proves nothing. 
So, as Mr. Faber invites, “let us next hear Origen.” 

ἐς Celsus remarks, that we have neither altars nor images nor 
“ temples—We ought not to dedicate images constructed by 
“ the ingenuity of artizans. The best images are those formed 
“ by God’s word within us: namely, the imitations of those 
“exemplars of justice, and temperance, and manliness, and 
“ wisdom, and piety, and all other virtues, which are so con- 
‘© spicuous in Christ.”* The objection and answer here proceed 
upon the same principles as in the foregoing quotation from 
Minucius Felix. We have only to observe the sense of the 
objector. Celsus, with his Pagan notions, reproached the 
Christians with having no images of the Deity, meaning such as 
the Pagans erected as representations of Jupiter Olympius and 
the rest of the Pagan divinities, enclosing them in costly temples 
or sacrificing before them on public altars in the open air. 
Origen does not deny, any more than Octavius, that the 
Christians had altars, churches, and images, though of a widely 
different character, but contents himself with shewing, in his 
his usual diffuse and allegorical style, that a virtuous mind is an 
altar of pure sacrifice, and a just man a more perfect image of 
God, than the most exquisite productions of a Phidias or an 
Apelles. “ Let any one then, who chooses, compare the altars 
“ which we have described, with the altars of which Celsus 
** speaks, and the statues to the God of all in the souls of the 
““ pious, with the statues of Phidias and Polycletus, and the like.”’+ 
Again, therefore, as it cannot be inferred from the reply of 
Origen, that the primitive Christians had no churches, nor 
altars, neither can it be inferred that they had no images of holy 
persons, which they valued as pious memorials, and venerated 
with inferior and relative honour; though they never were 
guilty of the impious folly of believing that they could by any 

| * OricEn. Contra Cels. Lid. viii. p. 389. 

+ Συνεξετασέτω γᾶν ὁ βουλομενος βωμὲς ὡς διηγησάμην, βωμοὶς οἷς ὃ 

Κέκσος λέγει», καὶ ἀγάλματα ἐν τὴ τῶν ξυσεξέντων eis τὸν τῶν ὅλων 


Θεὸν ψυχῆ, ὠγάλμασι Φειδίκ, καὶ Ἰπολυκλείτε, καὶ τῶν παραπλησίων. 
Oricen. Contra Celsum, loco citato. 
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image represent the Almighty, or of paying to images divin ‘ 
adoration. ae 
Mr. Faber’s third step in the combat against the veneration 
of holy images, is to prove that when “ the deadly-supersiil 
“ tion of image worship began to creep into the Church, it we "ii 
*¢ steadily opposed, and its true origin was even pointed out.” Ὦ 
His first proof is attempted from the Epistle of St. ee 
Archbishop of Salamis in the fourth century, addressed to Joh ᾿ 
of Jerusalem, and preserved only in the Latin translation of St. q 
Jerom. It is there mentioned that a proceeding of his, at 
small town called Anablatha, near Bethel, had given rise to 
much murmuring against him. The following is Mr. ΠΡ a 
characteristic style of relating the transaction. ‘ Epiphanius, in — 
“the fourth century, as he himself distinctly informs us, ente _ 
“ing into a church at Anablatha for the purpose of yee 
‘“‘ observed upon a suspended veil the representation of an ime 
“either of Christ or some Saint ; which of the two, the got ; " Ϊ 
“ Father did not precisely réanllebts Moved at the sight of ἃ 
“ human image in the Church of Christ, so notoriously con- 
“trary to the authority of the Scriptures, he rent it witho , ' 
“ further ceremony, and advised the keepers of the place to use 
“it as a shroud for some dead pauper. The conduct of the — 
“zealous Bishop, who deemed the polluted tapestry fit for 
“ nothing but a winding sheet, (dead to the dead !) produced, 
“ he tells us, a measure of murmuring. In that early stage οὗ 
“corruption, however, the keepers, though evidently out of 
“humour at the fate of their embroidered trumpery, only — 
“ ventured to require, that Epiphanius should give them a ΠΕ eo 
“ veil in the place of that which he had torn. This he readily 
“ promised them to do; meaning, doubtless, to give sil ma 
“ decent plain veil, instead of the πον ornament wherewith _ 
“ they had disguised their oratory.” hee 
Having thus given Mr. Faber the full benefit of his own 
representation of this affair, interspersed with his lucid and 
amusing comments, I shall wish to ask him what it is- 
precisely that he seeks thereby to establish. If he hopes 
to prove the unlawfulness of painting an image of our Saviour, 
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or of a Saint, in any part of a church, he condemns the practice 
of his own Church, where the use of pictures, images, and sacred 
ornaments is by no means unfrequent. If he would prove that 
the religious use and veneration of pious pictures was unknown 
in the time of St. Epiphanius, it is very easy to establish the 
contrary. Mr. Faber would persuade his readers, that the use 
of holy images was unknown in the Church in the time of 
St. Epiphanius, since on the above occasion the very sight of a 
painted curtain gave the holy Father so much horror. But he 
ought to have known that this was far from the truth. St. 
Gregory of Nyssa mentions how often he had been moved to 
tears by beholding an affecting picture of Abraham about to 
sacrifice his son Isaac.* The same holy Father describes in 
glowing terms the glory and beauty of the Church, in which the 
moving picture of the holy martyr, St. Theodore, seemed to 
speak from the wall, and was highly useful for edification.¢ St. 
Asterius, who died before St. Epiphanius, mentions a famous 
picture, hung up at the tomb of St. Euphemia, in the great 
church at Chalcedon, representing her, and the history of her 
martyrdom.{ St. Ambrose, St. Athanasius, St. Basil, Pruden- 
tius, St. Paulinus, St. John Chrysostom, St. Cyril of Jerusalem, 
Sulpicius Severus, and St. Jerom, who all lived at the same time 
with St. Epiphanius, all afford similar testimonies to the use of 
pious pictures and images.|| But St. Augustin, who flourished 
also at the close of the fourth century, actually commemorates a 
similar veil or curtain to the one in question, exhibited by 
Evodius Bishop of Uzala, on which were represented St. Stephen 
and the Holy Cross." Thus St. Epiphanius could not have 
intended to oppose the pious use of holy pictures; nor if he had 
attempted it through mistaken zeal, could he have succeeded in 


* S. Grec. Nyssen. De Deitate Filii et Sp. Sancti. | 

+ Ὄνδεν γὰρ καὶ γραφὴ σιωπῶσα ἐν τοίχῳ λαλεῖν» καὶ τὰ μεγίςα 

wocaciy.—IB1p—De 5. Theodoro Mart. 
{ S.Asreri. Panegyr. de S. Euphemia. 

Ι See the numerous testimonies of holy Fathers brought forward in the 
Second Council of Nice, Session iv. 

4 5. Aue. Serm. de diversis 32, 33 et De Civit. Cap.8. Evod. de miracul. 
5. Steph. Lib. it. Cap. 4. ap. Aug. tom. 10. 
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abolishing what the Church had every where sanctioned. Mr. 
Faber’s own account of the matter is considerably at variance 
with the original Latin, which he gives in the margin. He says 
that St. Epiphanius observed upon the veil “the representation 
“ of an image either of Christ or of some saint, which of the two 
“ the good Father did not precisely recollect.” But the original 
says “habens imginem quasi Christi rel sancti cujusdam :” having 
an image as 1¥ of Christ or of some saint. It is very probable — 
from this mode of expression, that the veil represented in — 
reality some profane image, which the people had hung up as 
if it had been a holy image; which may also more naturally 
account for the writer’s not recollecting whether they put it — 
forth as representing Christ or some saint. Such a profanation — 
might well move the zealous spectator to rend the veil. Mr. — 
Faber says that the good Father meant, no doubt, to give them — 
“a decent plain veil instead of the tawdry ornament :” but the — 
original says, just after Mr. Faber’s quotation terminates, “‘some _ 
“ little delay has occurred while I have been seeking to send a _ 
“ most excellent veil in place of 10. Ὁ He did not therefore mean _ 
to send merely “ a decent plain veil.” He expected to send one _ 
from Cyprus, but at last was obliged to send such as he could © 
find where he was. This may shew how little Mr. Faber regards _ 
accuracy, when he hopes to fashion an author to his own — 
purpose. i 
If however we allow Mr. Faber’s gloss in its full extent, itis 
easy to understand how the zeal of St. Epiphanius might have — 
been roused by some apprehension of danger to the Jewish 
converts of a town in Palestine; and he might have judged it 
most prudent to avoid among those peculiar people a practice, _ 
which being no matter of precept, might be lawfully omitted i 
certain circumstances. But there are good reasons for rejecting 
the passage altogether, as a spurious addition of some Iconoclas 
heretic to the Epistle of St. Epiphanius. On first reading the 
concluding portion of the Epistle, without any idea of its being 
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* Paululum autem morarum fuit in medio, dum quero optimum vel 
pro 60 mittere: arbitrabar enim de Cypro mihi esse mittendum. Nune — 
autem misi quod potui reperire. S, Eprpu. Ad Joan. Ep. Hier. Op. Tom. tt. 
p. 317. ce 
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spurious at the time, I was struck with its abrupt. and uncon- 
nected appearance, where the Epistle had evidently been 
appropriately terminated. The style does not at all resemble 
that of the preceding Epistle. St. Jerom in his Epistle to 
Pammachius against John of Jerusalem, quotes almost all the 
Epistle of St. Epiphanius, but says nothing of this remarkable 
narration about the veil of Anablatha. John of Jerusalem, who 
was so ready to quarrel with St. Epiphanius upon. much lighter 
matters, never complained of, or even noticed this extraordinary 
act of authority assumed by a foreign bishop within the limits of 
his diocese of Jerusalem. In the Second Council of Nice, 
the deacon Epiphanius proved that several writings had been 
falsely attributed by the Iconoclasts to the holy bishop, St. 
Epiphanius, whence the greater probability of the present pas- 
sage being also one of their fabrications. Moreover, these image- 
breakers, called Iconoclasts, searched every scrap to produce 
evidence against holy images; yet they never cited this: a plain 
proof that at that time it was not in existence. If St. Epiphanius 
had really acted in a manner so bold and authoritative out of his 
own diocese, such a memorable action could not have been 
unknown to St. Gregory the Great; yet that holy pontiff says, 
that no Bishop before Serenus of Marseilles had ever broken the 
images of Christ or his saints. The disciples of St. Epiphanius 
placed a picture of him after his death in a church, which they 
built in his honour in Cyprus. - Would they have done this, if 
their Bishop had declared such a practice opposed to the 
_ authority of Scripture? In truth a deeply learned scholar, as 
St. Epiphanius undoubtedly was, would never have made so 
unfounded a declaration. For certainly no such prohibition is 
found in the sacred text; but on the contrary, the practice is 
plainly warranted by the images of Cherubim in human forms in 
the temple of Solomon. For these reasons among others, 
Bellarmin, Baronius, Selvaggius, Fleury,* and other judicious 
critics reject the passage as commonly held to be of very suspicious 
authenticity, if not, as Baronius speaks, undoubtedly an interpo- 


* BELLARMIN. De Imag. Sanct. Lib. ii. Ge. a, Baroni Annal. Eccles. 

Ad. Ann. 302. Senvace. Antig. Christ. Inst. Lib. i. P. i. Cap. iv. Fiurury 
Hist. Eccles. Tom. iit. Lib xiv, Chap. 44. 
40 
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lation. Surely it ill became Mr. Faber to rest on so fragile a 
foundation. 

Mr. Faber takes his second testimony from the unknown 
author of the Recognitions, a work of the second century, falsely 
attributed to St. Clement. It is a production filled with fables 
and absurdities, and what is worse, with the heresy of the 
Ebionites. But nothing seems to come amiss to Mr. Faber, if it 
promises materials which he ,jhopes to hammer into weapons 
against Catholic faith. This is his quotation: “That serpent is 
“wont also through others, to proclaim words such ag these: 
“ We adore visible images in honour of the invisible God: which 
is most certainly false.”* Mr. Faber considers this decisive 
against “ the innocence and propriety of relative image-worship, 
“though it has been subsequently ratified by the theological 
“‘ wisdom of at least two collective ecumenical councils.” Every 
one must see that such a sentence will bear a true or a false 
meaning, according to the sense attached to the word worship. 
If the author, as I consider certain, spoke of supreme adoration, 
then indeed he pronounced justly, when he declared it false, that 
God could be honoured by giving to senseless images the worship 
due to Him alone, as if that adorable Being who proclaims him- 
self strong and jealous, would give his glory to a creature. 
There every Council and every Catholic would cordially join this 
unknown author. But if the author meant to deny the lawfulness 
of paying an inferior and relative honour to images, on account 
of what they represent, he flatly contradicted one of the most 
common and innocent impulses of our nature, and Mr. Faber’s. 
own relative honour to the Bible, to the sacramental bread and 
wine, and even to holy men upon earth, must be equally repro- 
bated. The readiest reply however is, that the author denounces 
the Pagan pretence, that by worshipping the images which they 
held to be representations of their Gods, they worshipped the 
Gods themselves. Mr. Faber forgets that the Christians never 
supposed that the divine nature could be represented by any 
image: and that therefore to the Christians, the language of this 
author was entirely inapplicable. 

* CLEMENT. Recognit. Lib. υ. § 23, et § 14. 
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The next attempt to suborn evidence against us, is founded upon 
the account given by Eusebius of certain images of Christ and 
the woman who had been healed of an issue of blood, preserved 
even to his own time at Cesarea Philippi. Upon which Mr. 
Faber’s argument is to be gathered from the following exalted 
comment: “ For this strange unseemly circumstance, and like- 
ἐς wise for representations of Paul and Peter and Christ himself 
*¢ sraphically depicted with colours, he very rationally and very 
“ truly accounts on the principle, that such a practice, in point 
“ of origination, was apparently Pagan.” 

A lamentable instance once more of Mr. Faber’s unfairness in 
statement, as well as argument. He conceals the most important 
parts of the narrative of Eusebius; and utterly misrepresents his 
inference. | 

Eusebius relates the affair as one of considerable importance, 
and “ worthy to be handed down to the memory of posterity.’”* 
He then relates that the woman cured by our Blessed Saviour 
was said to have been anative of that city, and that her very 
house was there to be seen: that a brazen statue of the woman 
in a supplicating posture, was placed on one side of the door, and 
on the other, a statue representing our Saviour in the attitude of 
stretching out his hand to the poor woman. That an unknown 
plant grew at the base of our Saviour’s statue, which when it 
had grown up so as to touch the hem of his garment, was a 
remedy for all kinds of diseases. He adds that the statue of our 
Blessed Saviour had remained to his days, and that he himself 
had seen it. Then come the following words: “ Nor is it 
“‘ wonderful that those among the Gentiles who formerly received 
“ benefits from our Saviour should have made these (statues.) 
* For we know of images also of his apostles Paul and Peter, 
“ and even of Christ himself, preserved in coloured pictures. As 
“it is likely that those in the early times were accustomed 
“indiscriminately after the custom of the Gentiles to honour 


* "Oux ξιον ἡγῶμαι παρελθῶν διήγησιν καὶ τοῖς μεθ᾽ ἡμῶς μνεμο- 
νέυεσθαι ἐξίαν.---Ἔσ5εβ. ῬΆμρη. Eccles. Hist, Lib. vii. Cap. 18. 
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“them in this way as their benefactors.”* This is the real 


“account given by Eusebius, in place of which, Mr. Faber trent | 


“us to his own paraphrastic comment, as above. 


From his way of reporting Eusebius, it might be seppslal 


that the historian had mentioned this fact with disapprobation, — 
as a mere Pagan superstition. But when we read his genuine — 


narrative, we find that Eusebius considered the matter of con- 
siderable importance, worthy to be handed down as a proof of 
the piety of the early times. He mentions the miraculous plant, 
without intimating any doubt of the fact, which, if true, afforded 


visible and miraculous proofs of our Lord’s approbation of these — 
statues. He observes that it was not at all wonderful that — 
such statues should have been found, since it was common — 
enough to meet with images of Christ and his Apostles, the — 
works of the early times. And he concludes with observing that — 
it was customary with all nations to honour by similar means the © 


memory of those from.whom they had received benefits. 


Thus though Eusebius speaks of a Gentile custom, he does not i) 
reprobate that custom; for he well knew that it was dictated by — 
nature itself to us all, that we should honour men from whom or — 
through whom we have received benefits, by various kinds of — 
grateful memorials. If Mr. Faber had intended to exhibit the — 


opinion of Eusebius faithfully, he would not have suppressed the 
decisive fact, that the historian in the very next sentence records 
the veneration with which the chair of St. James at Jerusalem 
was honoured by the faithful in his time, as it had always been 
honoured by preceding ages.t Of this Mr. Faber says not 
a syllable, always knowing precisely where it suits his 
interested purpose to stop in his citations: but this paragraph 
immediately following plainly proves that Eusebius commended, 


* Kal ϑαυμαςὸν udev τὲς πάλαι ἐξ ἐθνῶν evepyerulevlas σρὸς τῇ 
σωτῆρος Hywel, TavTa πεποιηχέναι. ὅτε καὶ τῶν ᾿Αποςύλων auTs Tes 
> XA / \ > A ~ ο΄ \ ld ? 
ξικύνας Tlavag καὶ Πέτρο, καὶ ὠντε δὴ τῷ Xpise, dud χρωμάτων ἐν 
γραφῶις σωζομένας ἱ ἱσορήσαμεν. ὡς εἰκὸς τῶν παλαιῶν ἐπαραφυλάκτως 
οἷα σωτῆρας ξἢνικὴ συνηθέια παῤ ἑαυτοὶς ττονἼ μὰν εἰωθότων τὸν τρύπον. 


Iprp. 
+ The original paragraph has been already cited, page 625. 
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rather than deprecated, the practice of shewing relative veneration 
to pious memorials. And what else are pictures and statues of 
holy persons ? 

Indeed Mr. Faber is compelled to acknowledge that the 
veneration and pious use of pictures and images had “ certainly 
* begun to steal into the Church even before the time of Con- 
“ stantine.’ But he makes this avowal, not with the honest 
purpose of granting the lawfulness of a custom which obtained 
even within his own allowed limits for sound apostolic doctrine ; 
but because he basely hopes to discredit the use of holy pictures, 
by the often alleged canon of the Spanish provincial Council of 
Elvira. “It hath seemed good to us, that pictures ought not to 
“ be admitted into a church: lest that should be painted upon 
“ἐς walls, which is worshipped or adored.’’* 

This Council was held about the year 305. It was only a 
provincial Council; and the above canon was a provincial, and 
probably temporary regulation, for just reasons, and under 
peculiar circumstances. It is plain that the custom already 
prevailed of painting holy pictures on the walls of churches. If 
this provincial Synod judged proper to prohibit the custom, it 
may have been because in such a time of persecution, paintings 
on walls, not being movable, might have been exposed to the 
derision and profanation of Jews and Pagans forcibly entering 
the churches ; or because paintings on the walls were extremely 
liable to be disfigured by damp or decay, and thus holy subjects 
would appear less venerable. Or, since the canons of that Synod 
are principally directed against the grievous crime of idolatry, the 
bishop therein might have apprehended some danger of idolatry 

to rude converts to Christianity; and therefore might have 
judged it prudent to prohibit.in such circumstances, a practice 
otherwise commendable. For we must ever bear in mind that 
what is lawful, is not always expedient. And we may usefully 
remind Mr. Faber that after all, a provincial Council of nineteen 
bishops, never ratified by the Church, though competent to 
determine local discipline, could have no authority to decide the 
faith or practice of the Universal Church. 
* Concil. Eliber. Can. 36. 
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Finally, Mr. Faber with infinite satisfaction pounces upon a 
case of flagrant idolatry resulting from the use of images. Yet, 
he says, “‘ though the case occurred even so late as the close of 
“ the sixth century, there was not wanting a faithful episcopal 
“ witness to oppose and protest against the crying abomination.” 
The case which affords Mr. Faber so much imaginary triumph, 
is gathered from two Epistles of St. Gregory the Great to 
Serenus, Bishop of Marseilles. The holy Pope thus writes: “I 
“ apprize you moreover that we have lately heard, that you our 
“brother (fraternitas vestra) perceiving some persons adoring 
“‘ images, broke the said images in the churches and cast them 
“out. And indeed we have praised your zeal to prevent any 
“thing made with hands, being adored; but we admonish you 
“ that you should not have broken those images. For a picture 
“is admitted in churches, that those the illiterate, at least by 
“looking upon the walls, may read what they cannot read in 
“books. You ought therefore to preserve them, and at the same 
“time to prohibit people from adoring them: so that the 
“ unlearned might have the means of collecting the knowledge 
“of history, and the people might not sin by adoring the 
“ picture.”* Serenus paid little regard to this Epistle, doubting 
if it was really written by St. Gregory. Whereupon the holy 
Pontiff wrote a second letter in the following year, 600, in which 
he says: “ It had been reported to us that animated with incon- 
“ siderate zeal, you had broken images of saints under this 
“ pretext, that they ought not to be adored. And indeed for- 
“asmuch as you had forbidden them to be adored, we had 
“‘ entirely commended you: but we reproved you for having 
“broken them. Tell me, brother, what priest was ever heard, to 
“have done what you havedone? If nothing else could restrain 
“you, ought you not to have been withheld at least by the 
“thought that you might be looked upon as despising others 
“ your brethren, and believing yourself alone wise. For it is one 
“‘ thing to adore a picture: and another to learn by the history 
“ represented by a picture, what is to be adored .... But hence 
* whilst you too imprudently follow in this matter the movement 

* §. Grecor. Macni. Epist, Lid. vit. Ep. 109. 
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“ of your mind, you are reported to have so far scandalised your 
“ children, that the greater part of them have separated from 
“your communion. But when will you be able to bring the 
** wandering sheep into the one sheepfold; you who cannot 
* retain those whom you have? Wherefore we exhort you now 
“ at least to endeavour to be solicitous, and to keep yourself 
“from this presumption, and to hasten by every exertion and 
~ “care to call back by paternal sweetness the minds of those 
* whom you know to be separated from your communion. (Here 
“ only, observe, begins Mr. Faber’s quotation.) For the dispersed 
* children of the Church must be called together; and it must 
“be shewn to them by the testimonies of the Holy Scripture, 
* that it is not lawful to adore any thing made with hands; since 
“it is written: Thou shalt adore the Lord thy God, and shalt 
“‘ serve himalone. And it must then be added: that because 
“you perceived that pictures, which had been made for the 
* edification of the unlearned people, that not being able to 
“ἐ read, they might by looking attentively at the representation, 
“learn what was done, had become objects of adoration; on 
“ὁ this account being indignant you had ordered those pictures to 
“be broken. And you must say to them: If you wish to have 
“ὁ that instruction in the church, for which pictures were anciently 
** made, I allow them by all means to be made and retained. 
““ And intimate that the sight of the history which was displayed 
* by the pictorial representation, was not what displeased you, 
“ but that adoration which was unduly given to the pictures. 
** And with these words softening their minds, call them back to 
‘¢ be in concord with you. And if any one would make images 
* do not prohibit him: but by all means avoid the adoration of 
“images. But this do you, brother, admonish, that by seeing 
“the thing which was done, they may feel the ardour of com- 
“ punction, and humbly prostrate themselves in the adoration of 
“ the sole, omnipotent, holy Trinity.”* 

Mr. Faber’s object in adducing this example, is to shew that 
even so late as the close of the sixth century, the Church still 
possessed such a witness as Serenus. He commends the indis- 

* S. Gree. Maan. Epist, Lib. ix. Ep. 9. 
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ereet zeal of Serenus: and considers him to have judged much 
more wisely than St. Gregory. The holy Pope decreed that — 
sacred images ought not to be destroyed, although great care 
should be taken that they should not be adored. Mr. Faber 
contends that the introduction of the “ contemptible puppets” 
into churches at all, was an unadvised proceeding, that Serenus 
found it impossible to prevent his people from worshipping them, 
and so “ good Serenus brake the miserable puppets.” I shall 
not take the pains to enquire whether in Mr. Faber’s church at 
Long Newton there is a dove, or a symbolical image of the 
Holy Ghost over the baptismal font, or over the pulpit; or 
whether any painted glass has been “ unadvisedly”” allowed to — 
remain in the windows; or if such had formerly been, whether 
good Mr. Faber at any time zealously drake all such “mischievous 
‘‘trumpery,” sparing however most religiously the edifying - 
picture of a sprawling lion and unicorn, which is “ by law 
“ὁ established ” in the place where once the holy rood reminded 
the beholder of his sacred Redeemer: I am content with 
referring to the wise and careful distinction of the great St. 
Gregory. He would by no means have images adored. He 
meant with divine worship ; for he spoke of the adoration due to 
the holy Trinity alone. So far he agreed with Serenus: and 
every Catholic zealously concurs. But Mr. Faber misrepresents 
St. Gregory, as if he had said, that any worship of holy images 
ought.to be prohibited. This savours of his own familiar habit 
of tampering with ambiguous words. If by any worship, Mr. 
Faber means any divine worship, I agree: but if he means that 
the holy Pontiff would allow of no inferior or relative honour to 
be given to holy images, I deny that the words of St. Gregory 
warrant any such inference. 

St. Gregory evidently considered that there was a legitimate 
use, and even honour of holy images, without peril of Idolatry. 
It is evident that the harsh proceeding of Serenus had given very 
great scandal, so as even to produce a deplorable secession of 
the greater part of his flock. ‘This proves that images were 
commonly used in the churches; and that other pastors retained 
them without any fear of Idolatry. Mr. Faber omits the import- 
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ant portion of the Epistle which affords this evidence, and which 
also testifies that Serenus had appeared by such extraordinary 
zeal to set himself up as wiser than his brother bishops. St. 
Gregory admonishes him of the perfect practicability of keeping 
the people from paying divine adoration to images, while the 
images were retained for purposes of instruction and edification. 
And if the faithful could be instructed, edified, and moved to 
compunction by the sight of pious pictures, how could they fail 
to entertain a holy affection, and pious veneration for those 
memorials, relatively to the subjects which they so forcibly 
brought to their minds? Such and no more is the Catholic 
relative honour of holy images. 
Mr. Faber, 
‘* Whose epic mountains never fail in mice,’’* 
makes a ridiculous fuss in a long dreary Note about the Bishop 
of Strasbourg’s original statement of this affair of Serenus, and 
subsequent reply to Mr. Faber’s accusation against him. All 
this is a most remarkable exemplification of “ Much ado about 
nothing,” and really is hardly deserving of any notice here. The 
Bishop said that Serenus had broken the images through impru- 
dent zeal, under the pretext that they ought not to be adored. 
Mr. Faber takes up this as a studied suppression. “ Not a hint,” 
he says, “is here given that the foul act of idolatry had actually 
“ been perpetrated: on the conrrary, the English layman, by 
“ the very turn of the sentence, is industriously led to conclude, 
“ that the excellent Serenus was a fiery and inconsiderate zealot, 
“‘ who strenuously laid about him right and left, under the idle 
“ trumped-up pretext, that the worthy Massilians would certainly 
“be taking to worship the images, when all the while (good 
“‘ honest souls!) such a phantasy had never once entered their 
“ imaginations.” Really the Bishop’s words warrant no such 
accusation. They might equally have been employed, whether 
the idolatry had been committed, or was only apprehended ; and 
to call this grievously tampering, is in truth grievously calum- 
niating. It mattered nothing to the censure of St. Gregory, or 
to the argument of Dr. Trevern, whether Idolatry had been 
* Byron, Hints from Horace. 


4 Pp 


682 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. VII, 


committed or not; for the ground of the reprehension of Serenus’ 
was his affecting not to understand how pious memorials could 
be lawfully used without peril of Idolatry. 

Therefore in his Answer, the Bishop of Strasbourg contented 
himself with a simple restatement of the fact, which not his — 
lordship, but Mr. Faber had mutilated. In that restatement, 
the Bishgp freely cites more amply from St. Gregory’s Epistles, 
and unhesitatingly gives the words which express that Serenus 
had seen some persons adore the images, and had _ therefore 
broken them. By this ready admission, the Bishop plainly 
evinced that he had not shaped his former phrase with any 
intention of concealing a fact, which in truth the drift of his 
argument furnished no motive for concealing. Mr. Faber 
professes perfect astonishment at the Bishop’s having the assur- 
ance to allege that he had mutilated the narrative, when he had 
“ faithfully given Gregory’s two successive epistles, in his own 
“ς precise original words.” Yes: but not entire, and therefore 
not faithfully, for Mr. Faber had left out all the first part of the 
Second Epistle, which may be seen above, and will be found of 
no small importance for a just estimation of the case. He 
omitted this before, and he omits it still; so that I am fully 
entitled to join in the Bishop’s charge against him of interested 
mutilation and suppression. Truly then is all this Note a 
ridiculous parade about nothing, ending however, as his similar 
attempts have so often done, in darkening considerably Mr. 
Faber’s own character. Dr. Trevern had not intentionally given 
a false colour to the transaction; he had no interest even to 
allure him to it; his argument would have been equally strong, 
whether the people of Marseilles had, or had not adored the 
images. But mark the proceeding of the immaculate Mr. Faber. 
He pretended to give the Epistles faithfully, and yet suppressed 
a very considerable quantity of the second, which shewed how 
severely St. Gregory commented upon, and deplored the fatal 
scandal and schism which the unheard of conduct of Serenus had 
occasioned. Which suppression had so much the appearance of 
proceeding from an unwillingness to disclose the real fact of the 
Church being then quite accustomed to retain holy images, that 
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Dr. Trevern was justified in charging his opponent with mutilat- 
ing the fact.’ 

Mr. Faber winds up with this conclusion: that St. Gregory 
knew nothing of that relative worship of images which our 
General Councils have in later times so zealously inculcated ; but 
considered images and pictures merely like books for the 
unlearned. This use of them, Mr. Faber adds, is widely different 
from offering to them relative worship ; and he asks if Dr. Trevern 
will pretend to tell his readers that the views of Pope Gregory 
and of the Fathers of Trent are identical; though these Fathers 
assert as much, “‘forsooth, to our very faces, with Pope Gregory’s 
“ς two epistles under our very eyes!” I answer, that it cannot be 
lawfully inferred that St. Gregory knew nothing of the relative 
veneration of holy images, from his having protested against 
paying to them divine adoration. But that he did both know and 
advocate such veneration is apparent from his horror of the 
act of Serenus in breaking them. That he recommended the 
use of such memorials, and even used them himself, is proved 
by his own words to Secundinus a holy hermit near Ravenna, 
who had written to him for some holy images. The Pope in his 
answer thus irretrievably extinguishes Mr. Faber’s mischievous | 
speculation. “ The images which you requested, we have sent 
“‘ you by the deacon Dulcidus. Your request pleased us exceed- 
“ς ingly, because you love him with your whole heart and inten- 
*‘ tion, whose image you desire to have before your eyes. We 
*¢ do nothing improper, if by visible things we demonstrate things 
“6 την] 5106: 22. . I know that you do not petition for an image 
“ of our Saviour, to adore it as God; but that by the remem- 
* brance of the Son of God, you may grow fervent again in the 
“love of Him, whose image you think you behold. And we 
“ indeed do not prostrate before it as before the Deity: but we 
“adore him whom we call to mind by means of the image, as 
* having been born, or having suffered, but also sitting upon 
“the throne. And while painting, like writing, brings to our 
“ memory the Son of God, it gives joy to our soul by the resur- 
“ rection, or melts by the passion. Therefore we have sent you 
ἐς two cloths, containing an image of God our Saviour, and of 
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** Mary the Holy Mother of God, and of the Blessed Apostles, 
“ Peter and Paul, by our son above named; and one cross, as 
“also a key, for a benediction, from the most holy body of Peter 
“ the prince of the apostles: that by him you may be defended 
“ from the evil spirit, by whose sign you believe yourself to be 
“ protected.”** There is also in the church of St. Denis at Rome 
an image of our Blessed Lady which belonged to this holy Pope 
St. Gregory the Great. | 
Here then we have complete proof that St. Gregory respected 
holy images, not only as means of instruction for the ignorant, 
as Mr. Faber pretends, but as means of exciting and nourishing 
pious affections. It is impossible not to entertain religious 
veneration for whatever helps us to religious feelings: therefore 
the relative honour of holy images is inseparable from their pious — 
use. St. Gregory’s words, as the great Leibnitz remarks, “ shew 
“* plainly that Gregory was accustomed to adore Christ before 
“ his image, or turning towards his image.’’+ I cannot refrain 
from transcribing also the following words of the same author, 
which ought to convey a useful lesson to Mr. Faber: “ Having 
“therefore established that no other veneration of images 
“is admitted, than the veneration of the prototype before 
“the image, there will be no more idolatry in that, than 
‘in the veneration which is paid to God and Christ, when his 
“most holy name is pronounced. For names are also signs, 


* Imagines quas tibi dirigendas per Dulcidum diaconem rogasti misimus. 
Unde valde nobis tua postulatio placuit: quia illum toto corde, tota inten- 
tione diligis, cujus imaginem pre oculis habere desideras. Ab re non 
facimus: si per visibilia invisibilia demonstramus...... Scio quidem quod 
imaginem Salvatoris nostri non ideo petis, ut quasi Deum colas: sed ob 
recordationem Filii Dei in ejus amore recalescas: cujus te imaginem videre 
consideras. Et nos quidem non quasi ante divinitatem ante illam prosterni- 
mur: sed illum adoramus quem per imaginem, aut natum, aut passum : sed 
et in throno sedentem recordamur. kt dum nobis ipsa pictura quasi scrip- 
tura ad memoriam Filium Dei reducit : animum nostrum aut de resurrectione 
letificat, aut de passione demulcet. Ideoque direximus tibi surtarias duas, 
imaginem Dei Salvatoris et sancte Dei genitricis Marie, beatorumque 
apostolorum Petri et Pauli continentes: per supradictum filium nostrum: et 
unam crucem: clavim etiam pro benedictione a sanctissimo corpore Petri 
apostolorum principis: ut per ipsum a maligno sis defensus: per cujus 
signum munitum te esse credis. 8S. Grec. Maen, Epist. Lib. vit. Ep. 53. 

+ Que quidem non obscure ostendunt Gregorium coram imagine, sive 
obversum imagini solitum fuisse Christum adorare.—LetBnirz. Syst. 
Theol. page 134, 
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“ and indeed far inferior to images, for they represent a thing 
** much more faintly. Therefore when it is said that an image 
‘“‘ is honoured, this is to be understood no otherwise than as we 
*‘ speak of bending our knees at the name of Jesus, blessing the 
** name of the Lord, or giving glory to his name: and to adore 
** before an outward image, is no more reprehensible than to 
““ adore before an inward image represented in our imagination ; 
ἐς for the external image is of no other use than to render the 
“‘ internal more expressive.”*—-And now I shall even tell Mr. 
Faber that the views of Pope Gregory and of the Tridentine 
Fathers were identical: and “this, forsooth, to his very face, 
*‘ with Pope Gregory’s two, aye even ¢hree epistles under our 
very eyes!” 
RELICS. 

Mr. Faber introduces his alleged testimony against the Catho- 
lic practice of paying relative religious honour to the Relics of 
Saints, by the very ancient narrative of the Church of Smyrna, 
recording the martyrdom of St. Polycarp, in the seeond century. 
This interesting extract was cited by Mr. Faber in his First 
Book, as one which Catholics are accustomed to produce in proof 
of the primitive veneration of holy Relics.| Whoever reads it 
must perceive its value in that respect; and indeed the only 
observation ventured in that place by Mr. Faber, was that he 
understood that the Smyrneans buried the body of St. Polycarp. 
In the First Section of the present Chapter, the quotation has 
been given at full length, and shewn to bear powerful evidence 
of the primitive veneration of Relics.{ Mr. Faber has introduced 
the quotation here, for the purpose, I presume, of shewing that 


* Posito igitur nullam admitti venerationem imaginum quam que sit 
veneratio prototypi coram imagine, non magis in ea erit idololatria quam in 
veneratione qu Deo et Christo exhibetur, sanctissimo ejus nomine pro- 
nunciato. Nam et nomina sunt note et quidem imaginibus longe inferiores, 
rem enim multo minus representant. Itaque cum dicitur imaginem hono- 
rari, non id aliter intelligi debet quam quo modo dicitur, in nomine Jesu 
genua flecti, nomen Domini benedici, nomini ejus gloriam dari: et coram 
imagine externa adorare, non magis reprehendendum est, quam adorare 
coram imagine interna que in phantasia nostra depicta est; nullus enim 
alius usus est extern imaginis, quam ut interna expressior fiat.—LEIBNITz. 
Systema Theologia, p. 144. 

+ Dif of Rom. Book i. Ch. vi. p. 201. Second Edn, 
t See above, page 615. 
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in the second century the faithful paid no religious honour to 
holy Relics. Seldom has even he failed so egregiously. He had - 
mutilated the passage at first, and here it is mutilated again: he 
had merely made one remark before, and all that he says now, 
is but the same observation, that the Smyrneans, “ instead of 
“* superstitiously preserving, only gave decent sepulture to the 
“ς scorched bones of Polycarp.” 

In the previous discussion of this valuable testimony, I detected 
Mr. Faber in the mean artifice of suppressing a most important 
sentence in the narrative, to the effect that many were desirous 
to hold communication with the sacred corpse. This he omitted 
prudently for his cause, if not honourably for his character; for 
it proved that the faithful sought to pay honour of a more 
religious kind than mere decent sepulture. 1 adverted to the 
extraordinary anxiety shewn by the faithful to collect the martyr’s 
bones, described as “‘ more honourable than precious stones, and — 
‘“‘ more tried than gold,” as affording proof of their intending to 
preserve them with more than common honour, and in fact with 
that religious veneration due to treasures, which became precious 
from religious associations. They buried the remains: this we 
have no inclination to dispute; but what did it signify to their 
holy purpose, whether the relics were deposited in a shrine, or 
whether they reposed in a tomb? The text says that they 
assembled at the holy place “ with triumph and with joy :” who 
then can question that they felt religious veneration for the place, 
on account of the holy Relics there deposited? Who does not 
know that the tomb of a martyr became the usual altar for the 
great Christian sacrifice of the Mass? And what was this but 
venerating holy Relics? Mr. Faber may affect to see no medium 
between superstitious preserving and decent sepulture: but the 
venerable writers of this account nicely and accurately distinguish. 
They testify that the Jews accused the Christians of intending 
idolatrous worship to the Relics: but they declare that they 
could never adore with divine worship any but God alone. Yet 
they profess due affection for the martyrs, of course religious 
affection, because it was on account of the affection shewn by 
the martyrs for the great King and Master of all; and such 
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religious affection prompted their desire to possess the Relics, 
and must have equally prompted a religious veneration for them. 
The very accusation of the Jews is proof that some veneration 
was known to be habitually paid by the faithful to the Relics 
of God’s holy servants. But I defied Mr. Faber, and I here 
again defy him to account for the opening remark of the narrative, 
upon any other supposition. It states that the Devil, envious 
of St. Polycarp’s glory, laboured to prevent the Christians from 
procuring his relics. But if they were not likely to be held in 
honour, and to become the occasion of blessings to the faithful, 
why was the Devil so busy? Would he have been annoyed at 
the ordinary practice of decent sepulture? Would he not 
have felt malignant joy if he had foreseen that the veneration of 
the Smyrneans would have led to idolatrous worship? Mr. 
Faber cannot deny these consequences: nor can he account for 
the Devil’s industrious endeavours, except upon the only rational 
supposition, that he foresaw that the possession of the Relics 
would lead to such veneration of them, as would give glory to 
God for the triumph of his holy martyr, and procure graces and 
blessings to the faithful through his holy intercession. ‘Thus the 
testimony of the Church of Smyrna is not against the Catholic 
practice, but signally in its favour. © 

I deny therefore Mr. Faber’s unwarranted conclusion, that the 
Smyrneans only gave decent sepulture to the bones of St. 
Polycarp. He considers himself to have established by this 
false inference that no religious veneration was paid to the Relics 
of saints, until peace had been restored to the Church. Then he 
proceeds to detect proofs of such veneration becoming excessive. 
Various instances, he says, occur in the works of St. Ambrose. 
Thus he cites a passage where St. Ambrose severely reprobates 
a vile abuse of some drunken wretches, who practised long and 
deep potations at the tombs of the martyrs, and thought that 
otherwise the martyrs would not hear and intercede for them. 
* O stupidity of the men! exclaims St. Ambrose, who think 
“ drunkenness a sacrifice, who judge those to be appeased by 
“9 inebriety, who learned to endure their torments by fasting.’’* 


* O stultitiam, qui ebrietatem sacrificium putant, qui zstimant illos 
ebrietate placari, qui jejunio passiones sustinere didicerunt—S. AmBros. 
Lib. de Helia etjejunio, Cap. xvii. 
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And we may well exclaim: O stupidity of this man, to bring 
forward a deplorable abuse, censured in unsparing terms by the 
holy bishop of the city where it occurred, as evidence against a 
devotion rightly understood and practised ! 

It is true that he refers to two or three other parts of the 
writings of St. Ambrose; but he does not comment upon them, 
nor even quote them. Was this one of his wonted stratagems 
to lead to the supposition that the passages afforded evidence 
against the veneration of holy Relics? I can view it in no other 
light. For had Mr. Faber transcribed the passages, they would 
would have given such clear evidence against all his pretensions, 
that he could have made no retreat. The reader shall judge. 
Mr. Faber’s first reference is to the interesting Epistle of St. 
Ambrose to his sister, in which he gives her a circumstantial 
account of the discovery of the sacred bodies of the martyrs 
SS. Gervase and Protase; where among many remarkable 
words, we read these: “The following day we translated them to 
“‘ the basilic, which they call the Ambrosian. While we were » 
*“‘ transporting them, a blind man was cured. This was my 
** sermon to the people.” (Here follows the sermon, of which 
the following forms a part.) ‘“ You have known, yea you your- 
“‘ selves have seen many delivered from devils. Many also when 
“‘ they had touched with their hands the covering of the saints, 
“‘ were freed from the diseases under which they had laboured. 
“« .... How many veils are handed about! How many garments 
‘‘ are thrown over the most holy relics, that they may be taken 
“‘ back rendered potent to cure by the contact! very one is 
“‘ delighted to touch the very skirts, and whosoever touches, 
“‘ shall be healed.... Let us therefore deposit the most holy 
“ relics, and bring them into a temple worthy of them, and let 
“ us celebrate the whole day with faithful devotion.’’* 


* Sequenti die transtulimus ea in basilicam, quam appellant Ambrosianam. 
Dum transferimus, czcus sanatus est. Talis mihi ad populum fuit sermo. 
.... Cognovistis, imo vidistis ipsi multos a demoniis purgatos. Plurimos 
etiam ubi vestem sanctorum manibus contigerunt, his quibus laborabant 
debilitatibus absolutos.... Quanta oraria jactitantur? Quanta indumenta 
super reliquias sacratissimas ut tactu ipso medicabilia reposcantur ὃ Gaudent 
omnes extrema linea contingere, et qui contigerit, Salvus erit.... Condamus 
ergo reliquias sacrosanctas, et dignis edibus invehamus, totumque diem fida 
devotione celebremus, S. AmBros. Epist. Lib. ἃ, Epist. 85. 
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His next references are to Sermons xci and xciii, but as there 
are no more than ninety-two Sermons of St. Ambrose, Mr. Faber 
must excuse my passing by his latter reference. In the former, 
which treats of the discovery of the sacred bodies of Saints 
Gervase and Protase, are the following sentences, well deserving 
attention. ‘ The devil said: Jesus, Son of the living God, why 
“ὁ art thou come before the time to torment us? And when the 
“ Jews heard these things, still they denied the Son of God. 
“* And now you hear the devils crying out and confessing to the 
“ martyrs that they cannot bear their torments, and saying: 
* Why are you come to torment us grievously before the time ? 
“ And the Arians say: These are not martyrs, nor can they 
“ὁ torment the devil, nor deliver any one; whereas the torments 
“ of the devils are proved by their very voices, and the benefits 
* of the martyrs are declared by the cures of the blind, and the 
proofs exhibited by those delivered. They deny that the blind 
** man has recovered his sight, but he does not deny that he is 
“ cured. He says: I can see, who before could not see. He 
“ says: I am no longer blind, and he proves it by the fact. 
“‘ They deny the benefit, who cannot deny the fact. The man 
** was well known, when he was able to attend to his public trade. 
“ His name is Severus, by trade a butcher. He gave up his 
““ business, when the impediment (of blindness) came upon him. 
“ He calls those men to bear testimony by whose labour he was 
“ὁ previously supported. He cites those as witnesses of his 
*‘ visitation, who were the witnesses and judges of his blindness. 
“δ proclaims aloud, that as soon as he had touched the fringe 
“ of the garment of the martyrs, with which the sacred relics are 
* clothed, his sight was restored....If they (the Arians) envy 
“4 the martyrs,.... they shew at once that the martyrs were of a 
“* different faith, from what they believe.* 


* Dicehat enim diabolus: Jesu Fili Dei vivi quid venisti ante tempus 
torquere nos? Et cum hec audirent Judzi, ipsi tamen Dei Filium denega- 
bant. Et nune audistis clamantes damones et confitentes martyribus quod 
poenas ferre non possint, et dicentes : Quid venistis ut ante tempus nos tam 
graviter torqueatis? Et Arriani dicunt: Non sunt isti martyres, nec tor- 
quere diabolum possunt, nec aliquem liberare, cum tormenta demonum 
ipsorum voce probentur, et beneficia martyrum, remediis czecorum, et 
absolutorum indiciis declarentur. Negant cecum illuminatum, sed ille non 
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Now, if ever man was convicted out of his own mouth, that 
man is assuredly Mr. Faber. He was to bring instances of 
excessive and undue worship of Relics. He brings one case of 
flagrant abuse, and in the same breath admits by his quotation, 
that the zealous pastor St. Ambrose severely condemned it. 
Then to what earthly purpose was the vile profanation resusci- 
tated? But in the next place he gives mere references to two 
existing passages, and to another which might as well be looked 
for in the moon as in the works of St. Ambrose, references 
without a single comment, as if to deceive the reader into a belief 
that those passages afford striking testimony against relic- 
worship as he will call it; and when we turn to the pages 
referred to, what do we find? An illustrious bishop, in the fourth 
century, solemnly attesting the religious veneration paid by the 
Catholics to the relics of two glorious martyrs, by public and 
official proclamation from his pulpit, as bishop of the city, that 
numerous striking and undeniable miracles had been performed — 
through the instrumentality of the relics. St. Ambrose instances 
particularly the case of Severus, well known to the whole city, 
whose cure is also recorded by St. Augustin and St. Paulinus, both 
being at Milan at the time. The man out of gratitude remained — 
afterwards serving in the church where the holy relics were depo- 
sited. There St. Augustin left him in 387, and there he still re- 
mained when St. Paulinus wrote, in 411. These passages therefore 
bear strong testimony in favour of the veneration of holy relics : 
for such were invincible proofs that the veneration paid to the 
relics of his holy martyrs was pleasing to the Almighty. Thus 
it is demonstrated, that such veneration, instead of being 
excessive and idolatrous, was lawful and commendable. What 
then can Mr. Faber hold up against the brilliant light which he 


negat se sanatum. Ille dicit : Video qui non videbam. [116 dicit : Cecus 
esse desivi, et probat facto. Isti beneficium negant, qui factum negare non 
possunt. Notus homo est, publicis cum valeret mancipatus obsequiis. 
Severus nomine, lanius ministerio. Deposuerat officium postquam inciderat 
impedimentum. Vocat ad testimonium homines quorum.ante sustentabatur 
obsequiis. Eos indices suz visitationis accersit, quos habebat testes et 
arbitros cecitatis. Clamat, quia ut contigit fimbriam de veste martyrum, 
qua sacre reliquiz vestiuntur, redditum sibi lumen sit...... Si martyribus, 
(Gnvident Arriani) ...... ostendunt alterius fidei fuisse martyres, quam 1051 
credunt.—S. AmBros. Sermo XCI, 
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has struck out to glare in his own countenance and detect him ? 
O let him join the miserable Arians, and pretend to deny the 
miracles; and let him be convicted and confounded by the 
memorable rebuke of St. Ambrose. If he envies the martyrs, he 
thereby shews at once that he has departed from the faith, which 
the martyrs believed. Yven the infidel Gibbon was compelled 
to admit that, these miracles “ prove the worship of relics.” * 
He could not deny that if the miracles were true, they testified 
the divine approval of the honours paid to the relics of his saints. 
He contents himself accordingly with a feeble sneer at the 
credulity of the faithful, because forsooth they believed prodigies 
wrought in the midst of them, before their very eyes, and 
occurring to persons well known amongst them. I have no 
doubt that Mr. Faber on this subject would rather scoff with 
the Infidel, than believe with the Catholic: but perhaps he may 
respect the candid judgment of a learned Protestant. Dr. Cave 
says: “The truth of which miracles is abundantly justified by 
“δι, Ambrose, St. Austin, and Paulinus, who were all then upon 
“the place; and indeed they were notoriously evident to the 
“‘ whole city, and twice the subject of St. Ambrose’s sermons. 
“1 make no doubt but God suffered these to confront the Arian 
‘‘ impieties, and to give the highest attestation to the Catholic 
“cause, so mightily at this time opposed, traduced and perse- 
cuted.” + I leave him to his choice, with this single, but 
serious admonition : that the truth of these miracles is as closely 
connected with the lawfulness of venerating relics, as with the 
orthodox faith in our Saviour’s Divinity. . 
Mr. Faber proceeds to assert that “ matters became even 
* still worse at a period very little later: when according to 
St. Augustin, a gainful traffic was carried on by some vagabond 
monks, in the sale of fictitious relics. To this no other answer 
can be requisite, than that the Church is not answerable for 
abuses which she abhors, and does all in her power to prevent 
The very circumstance of a distinguished prelate, like St. Augus- 


* GiBpBon—Decline and Fall, &c. Chapt. xevii. 
+t Cave—Life of St. Ambrose, Sect, 4, p. 400. 
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tin, having so zealously denounced these abuses, ought to have 
sufficed to deter Mr. Faber from the dishonourable aspersion. 

He had however a further object to attain. He wished to 
represent the opposition of the heretic Vigilantius, as having 
sprung from disgust at “this wretched superstition;” and therefore 
he artfully blended an impious abuse with a lawful and venerable 
devotion. Vigilantius, he tells us, ““ roundly denominated its 
“advocates idolatrous cinder-worshippers, and charged them 
“ with idly venerating the bones of the dead according to the 
*“ exact ceremony of Paganism.” Eunomius the Arian had cla- 
moured against the veneration of Relics before Vigilantius: but 
it is remarkable that neither of them had represented the prac- 
tice as a novelty, though Mr. Faber would have it so believed. 
Vigilantius, as Moore has described him in his usual felicitous 
style, “ was a writer of what, in the present day, would be called 
ἐς smart antipopery pamphlets—laughing with some degree of 
“humour, at the reverence paid by Catholics to Relics.’”—We 
may here see “ how far from modern is the disingenuous trick 
“ of charging Catholics with being adorers of Relics and Images, 
“in the very teeth of their own repeated disclaimers of such 
“idolatry. The flat denial given by St. Jerom to the ribald 
“ charge of Vigilantius was, no doubt, as little listened to by the 
‘“‘ followers of that heretic, as are similar declarations of the 
“Catholics of our own days by the implicit readers of the 
* Rev. G. Κ΄. Faber and Co.*” 

So far is our hero from listening to Catholic denials of such 
unchristian charges in these days, that he will not even listen to 
St. Jerom: but preferring, actually preferring the side of the 
heretical Vigilantius, he represents St. Jerom as “ deeply tainted 
“with the fashionable absurdity,” and exhibiting symptoms of 
evident “ soreness” at the charge of Vigilantius. “ Soreness” 
indeed ! when a man is called a Pagan and a cinder-worshipper ! 
So a Christian priest, whose religion is stigmatized as no better 
than idolatrous Paganism, must not feel even sore under the 
charge! St. Jerom, with honest indignation, repelled it with the 


* Travels of an Irish Gentleman in search of a Religion—Vol. 1. page 
295-6. 
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boldest disclaimer which language could furnish: “Thou madcap! 
“‘ who ever adored the martyrs? Who ever believed man to be 
“ God?* .... O unhappy man, and to be wept over with 
“ fountains of tears; who in saying these things does not under- 
“ὁ stand that he is a Samaritan and a Jew: .... But we do not 
“‘ worship and adore, I do not say only the relics of the martyrs, 
“ but not even the sun and moon, not the angels nor the arch- 
“ angels, not the cherubim nor seraphim, nor any name that is 
* named in this world or the world to come, lest we should serve 
᾿ “ the creature, rather than the Creator, who is blessed for ever- 
“more. But we honour the relics of the martyrs, in order to 
* adore Him whose martyrs they are. We honour the servants, 
“ that the honour of the servants may redound to the Lord, who 
“ says: He that receiveth you, receiveth me.” + 

. It may now well be asked with what face Mr. Faber can hold 
up this testimony; or what more he could require in flat con- 
tradiction of the very argument which he seeks to establish ? 
An obscure Spanish priest ventured to denounce the Catholic 
practice of venerating Relics, as mere Pagan idolatry. A 
renowned defender of Catholic faith, the scourge and terror of 
the heretics of his time, the great St. Jerom, ever honoured as 
one of the most illustrious doctors of God’s holy Church, repelled 
the charge with zealous indignation ; and, as if with a prophetic 
view to the precise extinction of our modern admirer of the 
“ excellent Vigilantius,” laid down the decisive distinction, that 
we honour indeed the martyrs, but adore God alone. And this 
is actually adduced to prove that relic-worship was the 
“ fashionable absurdity” of the time! Vigilantius was an excel- 


* Quis enim, O insanum caput, aliquando martyres adoravit? Quis 
hominem putavit Deum? S. Hizron, Adv. Vigilantium—Cap. 2. 

+ Oinfelicem hominem, et omni lacrymarum fonte eae btidecin ; qui heec 
dicens non se intelligat esse Samaritanum et Judeum;... .. Nos autem 
non dico martyrum reliquias, sed ne solem quidem, et lunam, non angelos, 
non archangelos, non cherubim, non seraphim, et omne nomen quod nomi- 
natur et in presenti seeculo et in futuro, colimus et adoramus; ne serviamus 
creature potius, quam Creatori, qui est benedictus in seecula. Honoramus 
autem reliquias martyrum, ut eum, cujus sunt martyres, adoremus. Hono- 
ramus servos, ut honor servorum redundet ad Dominum, qui ait : Qui vos 
suscipit, me suscipit.—S. Hizron. LEpist. litt. ad Ripar. Presb. Adv. 
Vigilant. 
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lent man; and St. Jerom only exhibited pettish facetiousness 
in reviling him as a sleepy-headed dunce, better named Dor- 
mitantius. 

But after all, there stands the troublesome truth, that St. Jerom 
positively disclaimed the imputation of worshipping relics. 
What can Mr. Faber contrive to parry that?) Why the following 
extravagant inconsistency. That though St. Jerom “ might 
“truly enough for himself individually disclaim the worship of 
* relics, vexed and annoyed at the irritating charge as he plainly 
“‘ was; he undertook, if we may credit his contemporary Augus- 
*‘ tine, much more than he could perform, when he volunteered 
“ the awkward task of @ general collective vindication. “1 have 
“‘¢known,’ says Augustine, ‘ that many are adorers of sepulchres 
“ “and of pictures :—but the Church herself condemns them, 
‘and studies to correct them as bad children.’”** We under- 
stand him here to admit, that St. Jerom himself did not worship 
relics: yet a few lines before, he had informed us that St. Jerom 
*‘ was deeply tainted with the fashionable absurdity.” A pretty 
intelligible specimen of Mr. Faber’s veracity and consistency. 
We are told however that he could not vindicate others, though 
he might himself; which amounts to an insinuation that the 
practice of the faithful at large was that of gross idolatrous 
worship, beyond his. power of justification. Did not Mr. Faber 
know then, or did he with purposed dishonesty conceal the plain 
testimony of St. Jerom to the contrary? The holy doctor claims 
nothing for himself apart from the universal practice of all the 
Churches. He himself honoured holy relics, and so did every 
bishop and every Church upon earth: and in the same sense, 
and with equal abhorrence of idolatrous worship. His words 
deserve attention: let them be recorded to Mr. Faber’s con- 
fusion. “ We are sacrilegious then, are we, when we enter the 
“ basilics of the apostles? The emperor Constantine then was 
“‘ ouilty of sacrilege, I suppose, who translated the holy relics of 
‘¢ Andrew, Luke and Timothy to Constantinople, in presence of 
“ which the devils tremble, and those who inhabit Vigilantius 
“ confess that they feel their presence? Now also the august 

* §. Aue. De Morib. Eccles. Cath. Lib. L—c. 34. 


SECTION II. RELICS. 695 


“emperor Arcadius must be called sacrilegious for having 
“ translated the bones of the blessed Samuel after a long time 
“ from Judea into Thrace? Are all the bishops to be judged not 
“only sacrilegious, but downright fools, who have borne the 
“ vilest of things, and worthless ashes in silk and golden 
“ vessels ? Are the people of all the churches fools, who went 
* out to meet the holy relics, and received them with as much 
“ὁ joy, as if they had beheld the prophet present and alive among 
“them, so that they formed one uninterrupted throng from 
“ς Palestine to Chalcedon, and resounded with one voice the 
“ praise of Christ ? You will say, I suppose, that they adored 
“Samuel, and not Christ, whose Levite and prophet Samuel 
“whe 

Yes, Mr. Faber too, will say this against us, and he will 
maintain in the very teeth of St. Jerom that the people were 
idolaters, though the holy Father so pointedly vindicates all the 
bishops and the faithful of all the Churches. And he will still 
charge us with adoring the relics and the martyrs, though St. 
Jerom so emphatically declares that in honouring them we 
adore Christ; and that the honour redounds to Him whose 
servants the martyrs were. And this is his paltry plea for such 
unchristian calumny: St. Augustin says: “I have known that 
“many are adorers of sepulchres and of pictures:....but the 
*“ Church herself condemns them, and studies to correct them as 
“bad children.” That is, it was unhappily true then, as itis now, 
and will be till the final command to gather up the tares to be 
burnt, that abuses and scandals must prevail to a certain extent : 
and many accordingly were led by false devotion to adore what 


* Ergo sacrilegi sumus, quando apostolorum basilicas ingredimur ὃ 
Sacrilegus fuit Constantinus imperator, qui sanctas reliquias Andree, Luce 
et Timothei transtulit Constantinopolim, apud quas demones rugiunt et 
inhabitatores Vigilantii illorum se sentire presentiam confitentur? Sacri- 
legus dicendus est et nunc Augustus Arcadius, qui ossa beati Samuelis longo 
post tempore de Judea transtulit in Thraciam ὃ Omnes episcopi non solum 
sacrilegi, sed et fatui judicandi, qui rem vilissimam, et cineres dissolutos in 
serico et vase aureo portaverunt? Stulti omnium ecclesiarum populi, qui 
occurrerunt sanctis reliquiis, et tanta letitig, quasi presentem, viventemque 
prophetam cernerent susceperunt, ut de Palestina usque Chalcedonem 
jungerentur populorum examina, et in Christi laudem una voce resonarent ? 
Videlicet adorabant Samuelem, et non Christum ; cujus Samuel et levita et 
prophetes fuit—S. Hirzron. Adv. Vigilant. Cap. 2. 
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they should have only venerated with inferior and relative honour. 
But these were not the faithful in general, nor were the pastors 
detected in any such idolatry: on the contrary, St. Augustin 
expressly says that the Church condemned them, and studied to 
correct them. 'To what straits must this reviler be driven, when 
he can dream of benefiting his cause by such a testimony ! 

Mr. Faber has, indeed, in his opposition to Relics, exhibited 
more conscious weakness, and want of even presumed evidence, 
than in any previous attempt. All that he could muster has 
amounted to three testimonies; and what has been the result? 
The first, from the Epistle of the Church of Smyrna, instead of 
witnessing against us, proved glorious evidence in our favour; 
the second, from the opposition of the heretic Vigilantius, only 
brought out the splendid truth from the solemn and distinct 
declarations of St. Jerom, that the Catholic veneration of holy 
Relics was widely remote from idolatrous worship; and the 
third, from the words of St. Augustin, proved in flat contra- 
diction to Mr. Faber’s wishes, that the Catholic Church con- 
demned all idolatrous worship of Relics, and studied to correct Ὁ 
and prevent it. Such is Mr. Faber’s contemptible effort to 
malign the Catholic practice of venerating holy Relics: no 
wonder that it has proved a disgraceful failure. 

Since however, he has so perversely laboured to prove, that 
even in the fourth century the Church knew nothing of religious" 
honour paid to Relics, but that it was a mere vulgar abuse, which 
zealous pastors reprobated ; I shall leave before him, in conclud- 
ing this subject, the following plain testimony of St. Cyril of 
Jerusalem, to which many more of the same age might be easily 
added. “I have passed by....Eliseus also, who twice raised 
“¢ persons to life,—in his lifetime, and after his death. When 
ἐς alive indeed, he effected resurrection by his soul. But that 
“ not only the souls of the just might be honoured, but that 
“ power might be believed to reside in the bodies of the just 
ἐς also; the dead man cast into the tomb of Eliseus, having come 
‘in contact with the dead body of the prophet, was raised to 
“life. And the dead body of the prophet, performed the work 
“ of the soul: and that which lay dead, gave life to that which 
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“‘ had been dead; and that which gave life, remained in the same 
* manner among the dead. Why was this? Lest if Eliseus had 
“ἐ risen, the thing might have been attributed to the soul alone : 
ἐς and to shew that in the absence of the soul, there resides a 
“ certain virtue in the bodies of saints, on account of the just 
* soul which inhabited them so many years, and made use of 
“their ministry. And let us not foolishly disbelieve this, as if 
“it were not so. For if handkerchiefs and aprons, worn outside, 
“‘ when applied to the bodies of the sick, raised up the infirm, 
** how much more would the body itself of the prophet resuscitate 
** the dead man ?* 


CROSSES. 


“Nothing remains,’ says Mr. Faber, “save to produce 
“evidence for the non-existence of Cross-worship among the 
*¢ primitive Christians.” Notifying once more, but happily for 
the last time, that worship is an ambiguous term used by my 
opponent with insidious dishonesty ; and that what I undertake 
to defend is, not that the primitive Christians paid divine worship 
to Crosses, or to any thing or person but God alone, but that 
they held it lawful, equally with ourselves, to pay to crosses and 
other religious memorials an inferior or relative honour,—lI pro- 


* Παρῆλθον .... καὶ τὸν Ἑλισσαῖον, τὸν δὶς ξγείραντα' ἐν τε TO 
Civ, καὶ μετα τὸ τελευτῆσαι ἀυτύν. ζῶν μὲν yap ἐνήργησε τὴν εἰνείς ασιν, 
Ὕ ¢ ~ 1) © \ , ~ ~ 7 ͵ 
διὰ τῆς ἕαυτε ψυχῆς. Ἵνα δὲ μὴ μόνον τιμηθῶσι τῶν δικαίων σώμασι 
δυνείμις" ὃ ῥιφεὶς ἐν τῷ μνημείῳ τῇ Ἑλισσαίᾳ νεκρὸς. τὸ νεκρὰ σώματος 
~ > > / ~ ~ 7 
τὸ προφήτφῳ ἐφαψάμενος, ἐζωοποιήθη. καὶ τὸ σῶμα TE προφήτε τὸ νεκρὸν» 
ὠπετέλεσε ψυχῆς ἔργον" καὶ το τελευτησαν καὶ κείμενον, Conv παρέσχε 
~ \ 4 ¥ > ~ 
τῷ τελευτήσαντι" καὶ παρασχον τὴν ζωὴν, duTO ὁμοίως ἔμεινεν ἐν νεκροὶς. 
7 > κ᾿ 7 ~ ~ ~ 
Sie Ths ἵνα μὴ ξξανας νος Eassoais, TH ψυχῆ μόνῃ προσγραφὴ τὸ 
, ὶ ~ « . -“ \ ἢ 
πρώγμα᾽ δειχθὴ δὲ, ὅτι καὶ ψυχῆὴς μὴ wapsons, εἴκειταί τις δυνάμις 
~ ~ > vA 3 > 
τῷ τῶν ἁγίων σώματι, Sid τὴν ἐν τοσουτοις ἔτέσιν ἐγοικήσασαν ἐν 
> ~ Lad \ > ~ 
εἰυτῷ δικαίαν ψυχὴν, us ὑπηρέτημα γέγονε. Καὶ μὴ ὠπιστῶμεν 
3 / he) 
νήπιοι, ὡς μὴ γεγενημένε τούτα. εἰ yap gudapia καὶ σημικίνϑια, Ta 
x “Ὁ ε ~ " 5 
ἔξωθεν ὄντα; τῶν σωμώτων ὡπτόμενα τῶν νοσοῆντων9 ἤγειρε Tes ἀσθενές" 
͵ οὺ > \ ~ ~~ 4 A \ / e 5 σ 
πόσῳ μᾶλλον ὠντὸ τὸ σώμα Ts προφήταε ἡγειρε Τὸν vexpoy ;—N. CYRIL. 
Ητπποβ. Catech. xviii. § 16. 
4k 
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ceed to refute the very meagre and irrelevant testimony which Mr. 
Faber has adduced. His repository of venom is well-nigh 
exhausted ; each attempt has been weaker and weaker, and all 
his collected malignity for a last assault spends itself in just two 
allegations; one from St. Ambrose, and the other, the old story 
once more from Minucius Felix. And this is all ! 

. Availing himself as heretofore of the ambiguity of the term 
worship, his first proof is introduced by a repetition of the 
impudent assertion previously made in his work, that when 
Julian the Apostate reproached the Christians in the fourth 
century with worshipping the cross, St. Cyril of Alexandria, who 
answered Julian, tacitly admitted the prevalence of such worship 
at least in the fifth century.* Whence Mr. Faber concludes as 
a matter of certainty, that idolatrous worship was paid to the 
cross in the fifth century, though he is confident of proving 
that it was unknown to the pure primitive ages. I reply, that 
neither then, nor in the fifth, nor in any succeeding century has 
the Catholic Church taught or practised such worship; but that 
she paid inferior or relative honour only to the cross in the 
primitive ages, and no other in the fifth or subsequent centuries. 

Mr. Faber has malevolently misrepresented the answer of 
St. Cyril to Julian. The emperor’s accusation was, that the 
Christians refusing to worship the shield of Mars, adored the 
wood of the cross, and formed it on their foreheads and door- 
posts, and that thus they forsook the immortal gods, and turned 
in preference to a dead Jew. Now observe Mr. Faber’s account 
of St. Cyril’s answer. He says that the holy Father “ proceeds 
“ under the form ofa retort courteous, through more than three 
“ folio pages of eloquent declamation, to ridicule the absurdity of 
ἐς worshipping the impure divinities of Paganism. But then, all 
“ the while, what he ought to have done if he could have done 
“it, he never once attempted to deny the accuracy of the charge 
“ referred by Julian.” In all this, there is scarce a particle of 
truth. St. Cyril’s reply is not a mere retort courteous, but a 
distinct answer to each point of Julian’s objection. Nor does he 
declaim through more than three folio pages, but in Jess than 

* Diff. of Romanism, 2nd Edit. Book I. Chap. 1, p. 12. 
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three columns, which is not half of Mr. Faber’s computation. 
But the chief misrepresentation concerns his argument about 
crosses. Instead of never once attempting to deny the charge 
of idolatrous worship, St. Cyril’s denial is plain and palpable. 
For he explains the reai Christian use of crosses to be for the 
purpose of piously remembering our Saviour, and helping our- 
selves to good thoughts and virtuous actions. “ He (Julian) 
“calls those miserable, who are careful always to sign their 
‘ foreheads and houses with the sign of the precious cross: we 
“6 shall have no difficulty in showing that such words proceeding 
“from evil thoughts, savour of extreme folly.” Then after a 
beautiful exposition of the blessings which our Redeemer brought 
to us by his death upon the cross, the holy Father continues : 
“ς The salutary wood brings to our remembrance all these things, 
“and induces us to think that as the divine Paul says: One 
* died for all,....that they. also who live, may not now live to 
“ὁ themselves, but to him who died for them, and rose again..... 
“ Therefore as I said, we make a cross of precious wood in 
“ memory of all good and all virtue.” He then at some length 
appeals to the Pagan custom of painting instructive pictures to 
assist in teaching children lessons of virtue and giving them a 
horror of vice; and thus forcibly concludes: ‘* You would then, 
“ O brave man, have us cast away and renounce the wood which 
“leads us to the remembrance of every virtue!”* All this 
occupies nearly half his answer: and yet Mr. Faber pretends 
that it is all-declamation against Pagan divinities! But it is 
manifest, that he who proclaims the real use of the cross to be 
that of a sacred memorial of his God, sufficiently repels and 
refutes the charge of making the cross his God; and he who 


* Porro miseros esse dicit, quibus cure est semper et domus et frontes 
signo preciose crucis signare: absque labore demonstrabimus ejusmodi 
sermones a malis cogitationibus profectos, extremam sapere imperitiam.... 
Heec omnia recordari nos facit salutare lignum, et suadet ut cogitemus, quod 
sicut dicit divinus Paulus, unus pro omnibus mortuus est, ut viventes non 
ultra sibiipsis vivant, sed ei qui pro ipsis mortuus est et resurrexit........ 
Propterea ut dixi, preciosi ligni crucem facimus in memoriam omnis boni et 
omnis virtutis.......... Vis igitur vir strenue, ut lignum quod nos ad 
recordationem omnis virtutis inducit, abjiciamus, et relinquamus.—sS. 
Οὐκ ALEX. Contra Julianum, Lib. VI, 


AR2 


700 FABERISM EXPOSED AND REFUTED. CHAP. VII. 


plainly declares that the cross is honoured on account of Him 
who died upon it, thereby plainly denies that any divine or 
absolute worship is paid to the cross. And thus is it demon- 
strated that Mr. Faber has misrepresented St. Cyril for the 
malignant purpose of drawing his foul and false conclusion, that 
in the fifth century the cross was divinely worshipped. 

All this on the part of Mr. Faber, is to serve as introductory 
to the first of his pretended points of testimony, the words of St. 
Ambrose. Though he considers it but too plain that the 
“‘ paganising error of worshipping the very cross itself,’ had 
infected many in the fourth century, still he holds it no less 
plain that the “ great and good” St. Ambrose “ utterly repro- 
“ς bated such a practice as no better than the brainless impiety 
“of rank Heathenism.” He cites therefore the following from 
the account given by that Saint of the discovery of the true 
cross by the devout empress St. Helen. ‘ She found the yet 
“ἐ extant inscription, which distinguished the cross of Christ 
“from the crosses of the two thieves. She adored the King, 
“‘ not the wood: for this latter practice is a pagan error and the 
“vanity of the impious; but she adored him who hung upon 
“the wood, and whose name was written in the inscription.” * 
I am always prepared,—and by this time I believe so is the 
reader,—to expect some unfair dealing whenever Mr. Faber 
ventures a quotation. Here it is his object to show that St. 
Ambrose reprobated all, even relative veneration for the cross, 
that he denounced it asa brainless impiety of rank Heathenism.” 
To support this, he gives a few words, which condemn idolatrous 
worship of the cross, which is not the question ; and at the same 
time he carefully suppresses expressions which follow, and which 
plainly prove in favour of that inferior, relative veneration for 
which alone we contend. For St. Ambrose thus continues :— 
“ The eager woman made haste to touch the remedy of immor- 
“ tality ; she feared to trample upon the mystery of salvation... 
“ Wisely did Helen act, who lifted up and placed the cross in 
“the head of kings, that the cross of Christ may be adored in 
“kings. This is not insolence, but piety, since deference is paid 

* S, AmBros. De Obit. Theodos. Op. Tom. II. 
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“to the sacred redemption.” * If St. Helen eagerly touched 
the cross, as the remedy of immortality, and feared to step upon 
it, as being the mystery of salvation, who can dispute her relative 
veneration for the cross? But if that “ great and good man,” 
St. Ambrose, actually declares that she acted wisely by placing 
a portion of the cross in the diadem of Constantine, in order 
“ that the cross of Christ might be adored in kings,” and even 
proclaimed Such an act not savouring of insolent pride, but piety, 
then I should be glad to be informed how Mr. Faber could have 
the effrontery to tell his unsuspecting reader, that St. Ambrose 
reprobated even relative veneration of the cross. The holy 
Father uses precisely the same word when he says that St. 
Helen did not adore the cross, and when he says that she placed 
it on the head of the emperor that it might be adored. If St. 
Ambrose is allowed to be a great and good man for the former 
sentence, then, according to Mr. Faber’s own criterion, he must 
very soon after become, in our estimation, a brainless heathen 
idolater. No; God forbid! St. Ambrose is ever truly great 
and good; and the just inference from his language no candid 
reader can be at a loss to determine. He reprobated adoration 
of the cross in the sense of divine worship ; he approved it in 
the sense of inferior and relative honour. The Catholics of his 
age did the same: the Catholics of every succeeding age have 
done no otherwise. | 

Nothing is easier, but nothing is more shamefully discreditable, 
than to take advantage of a word of ambiguous meaning, and thus 
construct an argument either way, as it suits the malicious purpose 
of the disputant. Mr. Faber’s set purpose is to convict the 
Catholics of idolatrous worship of the cross. If he finds evidence 
of divine worship to the cross being censured in a certain century, 
he directly works up a proof that no inferior, or relative vene- 
ration was practised or at least sanctioned. But though he finds 
multiplied instances of a certain due veneration being paid in the 

* Avida mulier festinabat tangere remedium immortalitatis, metuebat 
calcare sacramentum salutis. .......... Sapienter Helena egit, que crucem 
in capite regum levavit et locavit, ut crux Christi in regibus adoretur. Non 


insolentia ista sed pietas est, cum defertur sacre redemptionii—S. AmBros. 
loco citato. 
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same age, all these are dishonourably passed by. He professes 
‘to prove that our practice of venerating the cross with inferior 
and relative honour was unknown or at least unsanctioned by 
great and good men in the fourth century. But if we turn to 
the works of St. Gregory of Nyssa we shall find that holy bishop 
approving by his own practice the devout veneration of the cross, 
and recording a miraculous cure by which the Almighty was 
pleased to reward the devout use of the sign of the ‘cross. St. 
Gregory mentions that his. holy sister, St. Macrina, wore next to 
her heart an iron cross and a ring, and that after her death he 
gave the cross ἴ a devout woman who had assisted in preparing 
her funeral, but kept himself the ring which contained in a hollow 
place inside, a portion of the real cross of our Saviour.* The 
Saint proceeds to relate that he found a very small mark, like 
the puncture of a needle in the neck of St. Macrina, where she 
had formerly had a dreadful cancer. He mentions that after 
spending a whole night, prostrate in fervent prayer and shedding 
floods of tears, imploring a cure of the Almighty, she told her 
mother St. Emmelia that it would suffice to effect her cure, if she 
would make the sign of the cross upon the place. “ When 
“‘ therefore,” continues St. Gregory, “ her mother had introduced. 
“ her hand to make the sign of the cross upon the part, the sign 
“‘ operated, and the disease disappeared.”t+ Here is the most 
respectable testimony of an illustrious Father of the Church in 
the fourth century, to the devout veneration of the holy cross, 
and the pious use of the sign of the cross, and further, that such 
pious practice was honoured by a miraculous proof of the divine 
approbation. So much for Mr. Faber’s competency to decide 
upon the faith and practice of the Catholic Church in the fourth 
century ! 

This leads us however to consider his last expiring effort. He 


* Kolaos yap κατα τὴν σφενδόνην ἐςὶν ὁ δακτυλίιος, καὶ ἐν ὠἀυτῷ ἐκ 
τὸ ξύλξ τὴς Cons κατακέκρυπήαι.---ϑ. απεα. Nyssun. De Vita 8. 
Macrine, Op. Tom. Il. 

+ Ὡς δὲ ἐντὸς ἐποιήσατο TE κόλπε τὴν χεῖρα ἡ μήτηρ ἐφ᾽ ᾧ περισ- 
φραγίσαι τὸ μέρος, ἡ μὲν σφραγὶς ἐνήργει" τὸ δὰ πώθος ὀυκ i — 
S. Grec. NyssEn. loco quo supra. 
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retreats to the third century, and pretends that then at least 
“ the worship of the cross did not prevail in the Catholic Church.” 
Thus he clings pertinaciously to the last line, to his darling 
ambiguous term, worship : but of course we have only to prove 
that in the third century the Catholics held lawful, and devoutly 
practised a certain inferior and relative veneration of the cross. 
In that sense alone, it is easy to establish the existence of 
cross-worship in the third century. 

Mr. Faber produces once more the old story from Minucius 
Felix, taking no notice, as usual of the answer already given to 
the objection constructed from it.* “ About the year 220,” 
writes Mr. Faber, “ the pagan speaker Cecilius, in the Dialogue 
“ of Minucius Felix, objects, to the Christian speaker Octavius, 
* the adoration of Christ and his cross. Octavius, in reply, 
“ acknowledges and vindicates the adoration of Christ: but, as 
*¢ for the other part of the charge, We neither, says he, worship 
** crosses, nor wish for them.’+ With these words, Mr. Faber’s 
Chapter VI. abruptly terminates: but in Chapter I. of his First 
Book, the same objection had been rather more copiously 
recorded, and a long Note coupled to it in opposition to a former 
explanation given by Dr. Trevern of the true bearing of the 
words of Octavius. 

In my Reply to Mr. Faber’s Supplement to the first edition of Ὁ 
his Difficulties of Romanism, 1 had refuted this objection in a 
manner, which from a candid disputant would have elicited at 
least some notice. As Mr. Faber however is not a man of that 
character, and has according to his wont, repeated his objection, 
as if nothing had been ever done to demolish it, I shall now 
meet him with a refutation yet more copious and crushing. 

To determine the real meaning of Octavius, it is plain that we 
must first ascertain the exact force of the pagan accusation. The 
words are these: “ And he who prates about a man put to death 
‘‘ for his crimes, and that the wood of the cross adorns their 
‘“‘ festal ceremonies, attributes indeed altars suitable for aban- 
** doned and wicked wretches, that they may worship what they 


* See Reply to Faber’s Supplement, page 52. 
+ Minuc. Fev. Octav. p. 280-284. Lugduni Batav. 1762. 
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deserve.” * And further on he says: “ Behold what you deserve, 
“‘ threats, punishments, torments, and crosses, not to be adored, 
‘“‘ but to be suffered.” + These expressions shew plainly that 
Cecilius accused the Christians of worshipping crosses, such as 
were still used by the Romans for the execution of criminals. 
Whoever doubts this, may be convinced by the direct testimony 
of Origen, who lived at the same time with Minucius Felix, and 
who reproaches Celsus with imitating those “ who imagine that 
“ὁ it follows from the history of Jesus being crucified, that we 
** worship all who are crucified.” { It is evident therefore that 
a common reproach of the pagans was, that the Christians 
worshipped all who suffered the punishment of the cross, as well 
as the instruments of their execution. And thus the Bishop of 
Strasbourg was right in his explanation, though Mr. Faber 
pronounces it utterly irreconcilable with the context. 

He considers it irreconcilable, because “ Cecilius alleges, that 
““ Christians adored Christ and Ais cross in particular.” This 
he grounds upon the following words of the reply of Octavius : 
“When you ascribe to our religion a criminal and his cross, you 
“ wander far from the vicinity of truth.” This Mr. Faber 
represents as a precise allegation that the Christians adored the 
cross of Christ in particular ; and he contends consequently that 
the answer of Octavius, “ We neither adore crosses, nor desire 
them,” must have been intended as a flat denial of any religious 
veneration paid to the cross of Christ. ; 

But do not the very words of the accusation prove, that the 
Pagans ascribed to the Christians the worship of a criminal, 
hominem noxium ? And does it not follow that in accusing them 
of religious reverence for the cross, they meant it as a gibbet, as 


* Et qui hominem summo supplicio pro facinore purfitum, et crucis ligna 
feralia ‘eorum ceremonias fabulatur, congruentia perditis sceleratisque tribuit 
altaria, ut id colant quod merentur.—M. Minuc. Feu. Octav. Cap. ia. p. 95. 
Rotterdam, 1743. 


+ Ecce vobis mine, supplicia, tormenta, et jam non adorande, sed 


subeunde cruces,—IBip. Cap. vit. ». 119. 

t ’Oropévors, ὅτι ἀκολεθέϊ τὴ wept τὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν tsopia ςαὐυρωθέντα τὸ 
σέξειν ἡμᾶς Tes Ecaupaptyuss—ORIGEN, contra Celsum, Lib. 2, p. 87— 
Cantab. 1677. 
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the instrument of a malefactor’s execution? And is it not 
therefore plain that the charge amounted to this: ‘ You 
“ Christians worship a crucified malefactor and his cross, and on 
ἐς his account all criminals crucified, as well as their crosses ?” 
When Octavius replies to this, he answers of course in the 
sense of the accusation: ‘ We do not adore gibbets, nor do we 
“desire them.” His answer is cautious and guarded. The 
Christians were always careful not to expose unnecessarily their 
faith and religious observances to the derision of Pagans. This 
was a matter requiring particular prudence; for it would have 
been scarcely possible to induce their enemies to distinguish 
between their pious practice of inferior, relative honour, and 
that idolatrous worship which the Pagans themselves practised. 
Therefore Octavius contents himself with denying the charge 
in the sense of his accusers, intimating that Christians had no 
veneration for gibbets, nor any wish to be crucified ; as Cecilius 
had said that they deserved crosses, not to adore them, but to 
suffer upon them condign punishment: nen adorande sed 
subeunde cruces. But we must not overlook the important fact 
that the very accusation of the Pagans is evident proof that the 
Christians did pay some religious veneration to the cross. The 
Pagans had no other notion of Christ, than that he was a 
crucified malefactor: therefore they imagined, or chose to imagine, 
that the Christians worshipped him for his very crimes; and 
crosses, as connected with such a criminal. It was enough for 
Octavius to repel by positive denial a charge so absurd and 
malignant: but it was not necessary to declare how far and for 
what reason the Christians did pay a certain religious veneration 
to the cress. He contented himself therefore on that head with 
a pointed retort upon the Pagans: “ You indeed who consecrate 
“‘ wooden gods, perchance adore wooden crosses, as portions of 
“ your gods. For what are your very standards, and inscribed 
“ banners, and the ensigns of your camps, but gilt and orna- 
“ mented crosses? Your trophies of victory represent not only 
“ the form of a simple cross, but also of a man fixed upon it. 
“* We naturally see the sign of a cross in a ship, when it moves 
“with swelled sails, when it glides along with extended oars, 
4s 
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“‘and when the rowing bench is set up, it is the figure of a 
“cross. And when a man with outstretched hands worships 
“God with a pure mind. Thus either natural reason rests upon 
“the sign of the cross, or your own religion is fashioned after 
“Ἢ Such an answer best suited the purpose of Octavius. - It 
neither admitted the Pagan’s false reproach, nor denied the 
Christian’s real practice. 

It must be now evident that the words of Minucius Felix 
afford no evidence against the known fact, that the cross 
was held in veneration in the earliest times of Christianity. No 
one, not even Mr. Faber, can deny the devout and frequent use 
of the sign of the cross from the very cradle of Christianity. Let 
him regard it in his frigid manner as a bare symbol; still its 
constant use, and its introduction into the most solemn offices 
of religion, and the administration of every one of the Sacra- 
ments, testify invincibly that it was regarded as a sacred sign, 
and used with pious veneration. Even his own Church still 
retains it in one solitary ceremony, in administering Baptism. 
He may see, but I cannot, any difference between devoutly 
venerating the cross when simply signed, and the cross when 
formed more perfectly and placed before us, or worn about our 
necks. The principle of veneration in each case is the same: and 
he who sets himself to oppose our veneration of the cross, must 
therefore commit himself in equal opposition to the indisputable 
veneration of the cross by the primitive Christians. 

Mr. Faber must be again reminded that the necessity of con- 
ciliating the Jews on the one hand, to whom the mystery of the 
cross was a stumbling-block, and on the other the Gentiles, to 
whom it was foolishness, and who held the cross in perfect 
abhorrence, made the Church prudently cautious as to the exhi- 


* Vos plane qui ligneos deos consecratis, cruces ligneas, ut deorum 
vestrorum partes, forsitan adoratis. Nam et signa ipsa, et cantabra, et 
vexilla castrorum, quid aliud quam inauratze cruces sunt et ornate? 
Tropa vestra victricia non tantum simplicis crucis faciem, verum et affixi 
hominis imitantur. Signum sane cracis naturaliter visimus in navi, cum 
velis tumentibus vehitur, cum expansis palmulis labitur, et cum erigitur. 
jugum, crucis signum est... Et cum homo porrectis manibus Deum pura 
mente veneratur. Ita signo crucis aut ratio naturalis innititur, aut vestra 
religio formatur.—M. Minvuer Fevicis. Octav. Cap. raiz. . 
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bition of the cross publicly. It was introduced gradually, as 
Pagan prejudice was dispersed, and Jewish opposition declined. 
The Lamb standing as slain, and his blood flowing down the 
sides of a mound on which he stood, was the usual method of 
representing the crucifixion in the earliest times. But the cross 
was still used, and devoutly venerated; though not so publicly 
as in the subsequent freedom of the Church. The following 
instances are deserving of attention. In the reign of Dioclesian, 
while a soldier, named Orestes, was displaying his. skill in 
throwing the discus, a cross which he wore round his neck 
appeared outside of his garment, and caused his immediate 
apprehension as ‘a Christian. He refused to sacrifice to the 
gods, and his devotion to the cross procured for him the glory of 
martyrdom.* In the year 297, when Maximian had ordered 
every one to sacrifice at the Temple of Fortune at Samosata, two 
᾿ Christians of rank, Hipparchus and Philotheus remained con- 
. cealed in a closet, where having made a cross upon the wall 
towards the East, they devoutly prayed before it. Five young 
friends of theirs coming to visit them, asked them why they did 
not repair to the temple, in obedience to the emperor’s orders. 
They answered, that they adored the Maker of the world. One 
of them said: “Do you take that cross for the Maker of the 
“world! For I see it is adored by you.” Hipparchus answered : 
“ Him we adore who hung upon the cross.” They discoursed 
so feelingly of Christ crucified, of martyrdom, and contempt of 
the world, that the five young men, sending for a venerable 
priest, were baptized, and received the sacred Body and Blood 
of Christ. All seven were soon apprehended, and suffered on 
crosses, as if in reward of their devotion to the cross.t This re- 
markable narrative equally attests the veneration of the cross in 
the third century, and the careful distinction which the Christians 
so well knew how to make between the relative honour of the 


* Surius, Tom. vi. Dec. 13, et Aringhi, Vol, ii. p, 545, cited in Rev. 
Dr. Rock’s Hierurgia, p. 517. : 
+ See the very interesting and affecting account of their martyrdom, in 
ae authentic Acts, published in Chaldaic, by Steph. Assemani, Act. Mart. 
. 2, p, 123: 


4: ἃ ὦ 
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cross, and the divine adoration of Christ. The friends of the 
two Christians, finding them at prayer before the cross, at once 
imagined, like Mr. Faber, that they must adore it as the Maker 
of the world. They were quickly corrected by the plain and 
positive assurance that the Christians gave divine adoration to 
Him alone who hung upon the cross. They were satisfied, 
speedily convinced, and converted. Would that the solem une- 
quivocal assurance given alike by Catholics of the present day 
might produce the like honourable conduct on the part of Mr. 
Faber! 

But why, let me ask in conclusion, should any man acquainted 
with the Scriptures, hesitate about the lawfulness of relative 
veneration to images or to the cross, when he knows how 
strictly the Almighty required a high degree of religious respect 
to be paid to the ark, to the holy of holies, to the sacred vessels 
of the temple, and even to the mountain whence he gave the 
commandments : every one that toucheth the mount, dying he 
shall die*, The Almighty severely punished one man for 
irreverently stretching forth his hand to support the ark, in what 
appeared a case of necessity : he slew more than fifty thousand 
of the people of Bethsames, for having looked at the ark with 
disrespectful curiosity: he made the same ark a source of 
blessings to some, but of maledictions to others, according to 
the dispositions of those among whom it was carried. Every 
act of veneration was paid to the ark of God, which we pay to 
the cross : even Josue prostrated before it and prayed before it, 
he and all the ancients of Israel.t What can Mr. Faber say to 
this ? He will not dare to call all this idolatrous worship. And 
yet, where can he discover any difference in the principle or 
practice of their veneration and ours? The object in either case 
is a religious symbol. The ark was a symbol or memorial of 
God’s bounty to his people: and the cross is the precious 
memorial of the greatest of mercies and bounties, our redemption 
by his eternal Son. Yet the relative veneration of the Jews was 
a lawful act of religion, and that of the Catholics must be 
branded as gross idolatry ! 


* Exodus xix —12. + Josue vii.—6. 
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The injustice and uncharitableness of Mr. Faber is, however, 
put to shame, even by Bishop Montague, of his own Church, 
who does not hesitate to say that learned Protestants do not 
deny that the cross has a power from Christ. ‘ The sign of the 
“cross is therefore, without superstition, celestial armour, a 
“ἐ most holy defence, ...... an instrument of divine power and 
“ heavenly virtue.”* In which he did but adhere to the uni- 
versal sentiment of pious antiquity, of which let the following 
fervent panegyric of the cross be recorded as an apposite con- 
clusion. St. Gregory Nazianzen thus adjures the evil spirit. 


““ Satan ! desist, 
‘* Lest with the cross I smite thee, and thy flight 
** Confess, like all, with dread, the crosses might. 
“The cross my members bear, my pilgrim way 
“The cross—my heart’s full glory—gilds with heavenly ray.”+ 


* Est ergo signum crucis sine superstitione, arma cclestia, vallum 


sacrosanctum, ...... divine potentiz et virtutis celestis instrumentum.— 
Lib. 2, Orig. § 128. 
Ψ “Yarbeine, 


Μή σε βάλω ςαυρῷ, τῷ πᾶν υποτρομέι. 
Σταυρὸν ἐμοῖς μελέεσσι φέρω, saupdv δὰ wopémm, 
Σταυρὸν δὲ κραδίη. «αὐρὸς ἐμοὶ τὸ κλέος. 

S. Gree. Nazianz. Carmen φαΐ, 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


CONCLUSION. 


Section 1—Mr. Faper’s FALSE CHARGES REFUTED. 


The concluding Chapter of Mr. Faber’s First Book, now to be 
considered, is introduced by his own confident assertion, that the 
various points of doctrine successively examined, have been 
shewn in his Book to be unsupported by Scripture, or the 
Fathers of the first three centuries. Whence he infers that such 
doctrines cannot claim belief as a constituent portion of the 
religion of Jesus Christ. 

The reader who has attentively perused the present work, will, 
I have no fear, have arrived at exactly the opposite conclusion. 
For we have successively brought to the tests of Scripture and 
the primitive Fathers, every one of the points discussed by 
Mr. Faber, and the result has been in every case triumphant. 
Infallibility, Supremacy, Transubstantiation, Purgatory, Confes- 
sion, Satisfaction, Indulgences, Invocation and Veneration of 
Angels and Saints, Veneration of Holy Images, Relics and Crosses, 
—all have been carefully investigated, and all have been proved 
from Scripture and the Fathers of the first three centuries. Mr. 
Faber’s challenge has been accepted; and the reader is confi- 
dently appealed to, for his decision upon the issue. Hitherto 
we have allowed Mr. Faber to dictate his own terms: he has 
defied us to prove our doctrine from Scripture and primitive 
Tradition: we have accepted the defiance, and our enterprize 
has been unshrinkingly accomplished. Has it however been at 
any time acknowledged on our part that the peculiar mode 
projected by Mr. Faber is what he proclaims it, natural, obvious, 
and indispensably requisite to the development of truth? 
Assuredly not. 
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In a former publication,* I had represented Mr. Faber’s 
boasted mode of enquiry as a glaring absurdity. He still 
professes not to see this. He cannot understand why I should 
denounce the requisition of distinct evidence from the writers of 
the first three centuries, to establish the apostolicity of our 
doctrines, no better than a glaring absurdity. He complains 
that I am “ grievously inaccurate” in making him say, that he 
had read all the Antenicene Fathers. He had, however, pro- 
claimed in a former work, that he had “ doggedly read, from 
“ beginning to end, by far the greatest part of the Antinicene 
“ Fathers ;’t and he admits here, that he has read the greater 
part of their writings. I wrote from a general impression at the 
moment ; but I think it will be allowed that my statement 
hardly deserves to be called grievously inaccurate. Mr. Faber, 
however, owns that he has read quite sufficient to warrant his 
statement, which he here repeats, that our doctrines cannot be 
established by the testimony of the Fathers of the three first 
centuries. “ If Mr. Husenbeth,” he adds, “ can confute this 
“ very plain statement, by the adduction of distinct evidence 
“ from those early Fathers, let him by all means come forward 
“ and put me to open shame.” I come forward accordingly : I 
have confuted his statement by the production of satisfactory 
evidence in the foregoing pages ; but as to putting such a man 
to open shame, I fear I must exclaim with the prophet : “ he is 
** not confounded with confusion, and he has not known how to 
* Β] 5}. 

According to Mr. Faber, before I can’ point out a more 
rational mode of ascertaining the genuine doctrines of Christ and 
his Apostles, I must reconcile my two former statements, which 
he considers fatally inconsistent with each other. The first of 
these was, in substance, that it was sufficient to find the early 
and subsequent Fathers, teaching doctrines, as undoubtedly 
handed down to them from the Apostles. The second Mr. 
Faber states thus: “In regard to the earlier Fathers of the 
* three first centuries, so few of their writings have descended 


: * Difficulties of Faberism, 1829. 
+ Supplement to Diff. of Rom. p. 12. t Jerem. viii, 12. 
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“ to us, that to seek for any proof in them is doubtless nothing 
“ better than a glaring absurdity.” This is Mr. Faber’s repre- 
sentation ; but such a statement I never made. Adhering to 
the very end to his system of misrepresentation, he has made me 
say what I never said, and then charged me with inconsistent 
reasoning, according to his own impudent deduction. To obviate 
all cavil, as well as to enable the reader to appreciate the former 
argument justly, I must here give the passage, which has been 
so perversely distorted by my opponent. 

“The question of the apostolicity of our doctrines is a ques- 
“tion of history. Hence Mr. Faber argues that ‘the whole 
“ vitals of the matter’ lie in the writings of the Fathers anterior 
“* to the first General Council at Nice in 325; and that we shall 
“< effect nothing in the way of testimony, unless with specified 
“dates we mount step by step until we reach the age of the 
“ approving Apostles themselves. This he contends we have 
““ not done, and cannot do: for he has perused all the Antenicene 
“ς Fathers, and there exists ‘a lack of materials,’ which renders 
“the proposed task impossible. This has been Mr. Faber’s 
“ eternal statement: and the man will not see its glaring 
“ absurdity. Undoubtedly we ought to be able to trace every 
* point of Catholic faith up to the Apostles; and thus we can 
“ and do trace our doctrines: we do so in a manner perfectly 
“ς rational and satisfactory, though not precisely in the singular 
“method which with most perverse ingenuity Mr. Faber has 
“marked out for us. Before we can. be required to trace our 
“ doctrines step by step with regular specified dates, we must be 
“sure that the earliest Fathers wrote professedly upon every 
“ point of faith, and carefully drew up dogmatical treatises of 
“religion. We must be farther sure, that all their writings have 
“ come down through so many centuries to our time, and come 
“ down perfect in all their parts. But every one knows that no 
“ one of these requisites exists. The early Fathers wrote very 
“little, and none professed to write complete expositions of 
“ faith. There existed moreover a strict discipline of secrecy 
“ which prohibited them in many instances from committing 
“ certain sublime mysteries of religion to writing. So far from 
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“the writings of all the primitive Fathers having descended to us, 
“ the fact is that we possess very few; and I must again remind 
** Mr. Faber that the learned Photius mentions no less than 
* 480 early ecclesiastical writers whose works are almost wholly 
“unknown tous. How should it indeed be otherwise amid 
** wars and convulsions, barbarism and decay of literature, and 
“ the many other vicissitudes of the lapse of so many centuries ? 
“Nor are the writings which we do possess unmutilated: many 
** even are of doubtful authenticity, and others mere fragments. 
“Yet to please Mr. Faber we must find every one of our 
* doctrines clearly and fully expressed, step by step, with 
“regular dates, through the broken and imperfect stepping 
“ stones of the first three centuries! And if in the scattered 
“remains of the early Fathers we cannot at this remote period 
“find every point of our faith as plainly defined as it has been 
“ by the Council of Trent, this extraordinary controvertist will 
“not admit that our doctrines can be proved apostolical. To 
“us however, and to every reasonable mind, it will amply 
“‘ suffice when we find the Fathers of the second, third, fourth, 
“ and subsequent ages teaching doctrines, which in their time 
“ were universally believed to have descended from the apostles ; 
“when we find the very. earliest Fathers designating the 
“¢ apostolic churches, and principally that of Rome, as the sacred 
“‘ deposits of apostolic doctrine, to which all others must recur, 
“ without fear of error; when we find Tertullian, a Father of 
“‘ the second century, exclaiming in his Book of Prescriptions, 
“ὁ «Js it at all likely that so many and such great churches should 
“ “have erred in their uniform faith?.... false doctrine would 
** *rather have varied in the various churches. But where we 
‘¢¢find one doctrine common to many, it is not an error but a 
“ “tradition. Ceterum quod apud multos unum invenitur, non 
“ * est erratum sed traditum.’* It is enough for us that persons 
** so near the apostolic age should glory in faithfully preserving 
“‘ the apostolic doctrine; and when they testify of any particular 
“ὁ point that they received it as apostolical, we see no danger in 
“ resting assured of its apostolicity, though the imperfect mate- 
* Tertull. De Prescript, ο. 28, 
47 
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“rials now remaining do not, so fully as Mr. Faber would 
“require, permit us to shew a clear development of every 
“¢ particular doctrine. We can trace all our dogmas quite near 
* enough to the apostles to satisfy us that they could not have 
“been innovations. Had they been such, let Mr. Faber 
“‘ answer why the apostolic Fathers did not instantly exclaim 
“ὁ against them as errors and novelties?) He knows how jealous 
“they were of the pure deposit of faith: how zealously they 
“rose against the early heretics, Ebion, Cerinthus and the 
“* Gnostics of the first century, the Millenarians, the Cerdonians, 
“the Carpocratians, the Marcionites, the Encratite, Valentinians 
“and Montanists of the second century; and the Sabellians, 
ςς Novatians, Manicheans, and other innovators of the third 
“century. Let him give, if he can, any shadow of reason why 
“what he so ridiculously calls ‘the peculiarities of the Latin 
“¢church’ were permitted to spring up so very near the 
“ apostolic age, and yet no vigilant Father was found to exclaim 
“against them. How came it that the men of God were all so 
“ς soon asleep, and the enemy was thus early permitted to sow 
ἐς tares among the pure apostolic wheat? It is clearer than the 
“ noonday that any innovations in those pure ages must have 
“ been detected and exposed; and if our ‘peculiarities’ are 
*“‘ allowed to have begun so very near the apostolic age, unob- 
“served and uncondemned, they are by this very circumstance 
“ sufficiently proved primitive and apostolical: non est erratum, 
ἐς sed traditum.* 

When the reader has considered the above observations, he 
will be prepared to judge of Mr. Faber’s deceitful dealing with 
them. This inveterate sophist understands me to intimate first, 
that it is unreasonable to expect any historical proof of the 
apostolicity of our doctrines from the earlier Fathers. This I 
never said, as the above quotation will testify. I did not say, 
that we could not find any historical evidence, but that it was 
unreasonable to expect such as Mr. Faber thought proper to 
require ; namely, evidence defining every point as carefully, as 
subsequent authorities have been obliged to do by nascent 

* Difficulties of Faberism, p. 9-13. 
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heresies, as the Council of Trent for instance was compelled to. 
do by the innovations of Luther. This I said, from having 
repeatedly caught Mr. Faber escaping from evidence which ought 
to have been deemed sufficient, upon the dishonest plea of its 
not being so explicit as our present definitions of articles 
of faith. Far from asserting that we could not expect to 
discover in the earliest ages any historical proof; I was satisfied 
that they do afford evidence complete and satisfactory ; and the 
foregoing chapters of the present work have proved how firmly 
such conviction was grounded. 

Mr. Faber understands me to say next, that the Council of 
Trent has plainly defined our doctrines, though I have not said 
how it contrived to pick them out, from the early ages. A second 
misrepresentation of both the assertion and the argument. For 
the definitions of the Council were alluded to merely to shew 
how unreasonably Mr. Faber required evidence from the frag- 
ments of the first centuries to be as precise and complete as the 
definitions of a recent Council. But I never intimated that the 
decisions of a General Council depended on historical evidence 
from the yet extant writings of the first three centuries. 

Mr. Faber represents me as finally deciding, that after all, our 
doctrines “are so distinctly propounded as apostolical,” by the 
Fathers of the earliest centuries, that their clear,and unambiguous, 
and universally accordant testimony must suffice to every reason- 
able mind. So I am “a very paradoxical divine,” according to 
Mr. Faber’s candid analysis, teaching that it is absurd to seek 
for proof in the first ages, where it cannot be found: and yet 
that such proof is plainly to be found. The paradox is of his 
own contrivance, as will be yet mcre evident, as we proceed. 

Let us examine more particularly what he gives as my second 
statement: “ In regard to the earlier Fathers or the Fathers of 
“ the three first centuries, so few of their writings have descended 
“ὁ to us, that to seek for any proof in,them is doubtless nothing 
“ better than a glaring absurdity.” Mr. Faber is unwilling to 
admit that the early Fathers wrote very little, and that of that 
little, only a very small portion has come down to our times. 
“ What,” he exclaims, “did Justin and Irenéus and Tertullian — 

47 2 
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“and Hippolytus and Clement of Alexandria and Cyprian and 
“ the labour-loving Origen (as Athanasius well terms him) write 
“ but little? Were their scanty productions but slightly con- 
“nected with doctrinal points? Are the very ancient Creeds 
“ preserved by Irenéus and Tertullian, even to say nothing of 
“ the Symbol of Gregory Thaumaturgus and the old Symbols of 
“ the Roman and Hierosolymitan and Alexandrian Churches, no 
“ sufficiently ample expositions of primeval Faith?...... For 
“ the sake of Mr. Husenbeth’s moral credit, I wish to believe, 
“that his corporeal eyes have never visited the goodly folios 
“ (patagonian stepping-stones, I trow !), which contain the works 
“ of the Fathers whose names have been enumerated.” To all 
which the reply will be brief and obvious. The question is not 
how much, or little the early Fathers wrote in the way of scrip- 
tural comments or refutation of those heresies which were 
broached in their days, but of how much they wrote in professed 
exposition of the general articles of faith; and of such writings 
Mr. Faber well knows that the very Fathers enumerated by 
himself wrote little indeed. I asserted, not what Mr. Faber 
intimates, that “ their scanty productions were but slightly con- 
“ nected with doctrinal points?;” but that “none professed to 
“ write complete expositions of faith.” The ancient Creeds, 
which he pompously enumerates, are not sufficiently ample expo- 
sitions of primeval Faith. On the contrary they are purposely 
brief and concise, and confined to the grand leading doctrines of 
the Trinity and Incarnation, being in substance what we still 
repeat as the Apostles’ Creed. The Symbol of St. Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, though more explicit on each of the Persons of 
the Blessed Trinity, is literally confined to them, without a word 
even of our Saviour’s Incarnation. So that Mr. Faber must 
either give up his vapid boast of these being “ sufficiently ample 
“ expositions of primeval faith ;” or he must straightway admit 
that a belief even in the Scriptures themselves, to say nothing of 
what Books compose them, or what is their authority in matters 
of faith, a belief in the Sacraments, and of various other articles 
in the memorable Thirty-nine decidedly formed no portion of 
primeval Faith. How little does it become a man, to whom it 
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would be charity even to impute ignorance in this case, for the 
salvation of his moral credit, to suspect that I am unacquainted 
from personal inspection with the goodly folios of the early 
Fathers. He might think differently after a visit to my library, 
but I content myself with sincerely wishing that his own dogged 
reading of the greater part of them from beginning to end, had 
been to better purpose. 

After again complaining of my inconsistency, without proving 
it, and professing not to discern why I should lament the paucity 
of the early writings, though I have never expressed any such 
lamentation ; Mr. Faber proceeds to enquire into what he terms 
my “ projected mode of demonstration.” 

He allows that as reasonable men, we ought to be satisfied 
“whensoever we shall find aii the Fathers of the second and 
“‘ third ages, unanimously teaching the peculiarities of Romanism, 
*‘ under the specific aspect of doctrines and practices, which, in 
“ their time, were universally believed to have descended from 
“ the Apostles.” This he calls my stipulated concession: but a 
reference to the extract above, will shew the reader that here 
again he has misrepresented my language. I said indeed, that 
the early Fathers taught doctrines which in their time were 
universally believed apostolical; but I never contemplated the 
probability of finding al/ those Fathers unanimously teaching, or 
even mentioning every point of Catholic doctrine. It was easy 
for Mr. Faber to discern my meaning, if he had not been wilfully 
blind. I maintained, and in the present work have proved, that 
the yet extant writings of those early times furnish sufficient 
evidence, though not the kind absurdly insisted upon by my oppo- 
nent, who would require distinct evidence up to the Apostolic 
age. Such evidence a man must be mad to demand at this distance 
of time, from the imperfect documents still preserved. 

In the pamphlet alluded to, I gave an illustration, in practical _ 
proof of Mr. Faber’s own inconsistency, as well as absurdity.* 
When a passage was brought from Tertullian, who flourished in 
the second century, Mr. Faber at once rejected it, telling us with 
a sneer that we were extremely welcome to it; and this forsooth 

* Difficulties of Faberism, page 13. 
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because we had not filled up the “ chronological gap between 
“ Tertullian and St. John!” As if Tertullian, who was born 
““ about 160, could have failed to know what was real apostolic 
doctrine, when so many were yet living who had seen the very 
days of St. John. This may suffice to illustrate Mr. Faber’s 
sophistry on the subject of early evidence. On such extraordinary 
principles, it would be indeed a task to arrive at primitive 
evidence: and Mr. Faber would be more honest if he said at 
once that he would hear no witness later than the very first 
Father who wrote after St. John. For if every point must be 
traced up in yet extant writings to the very death of St. John, 
it is superfluous to take in any later writers. 

Mr. Faber is at full liberty to amuse himself with perpetually 
repeating his charge of my inconsistency, and with the false 
statement of my assertions already exposed. But he even adds 
to them in the exuberance of exultation. He says that I have 
proclaimed it absurd to seek any proof for any of the doctrines 
in dispute between us, from the Fathers of the second and third 
centuries, on this account, that so few of their writings have come 
down to our times: and then he avers as matter of course, that 
I have borrowed the argument from Cardinal Perron. It is 
hardly worth while to state that I never read a line of Cardinal 
Perron; but the reader ought to be apprized of Mr. Faber’s 
prowess in valiant assertion. Then comes a long Note garru- 
lously repeating the self-same charges, and two more paragraphs 
in the next ringing the same eternal peal, terminating just 
where their author began, by insisting on the full force of my 
alleged acknowledgment, that the doctrines on which we differ 
cannot be substantiated from the existing writers of the first 
three centuries. This fact, he protests that I have after all, 
“ nettishly. acknowledged:” and he adds: “If he deny the 
“ acknowledgment ; for Mr. Husenbeth is apt, occasionally, to 
«ς be somewhat paradoxical : let him produce his evidence from | 
“‘ the writings of the three first centuries.” In face of all this, 
I do emphatically deny that I ever made such acknowledgment. 
I never owned that our doctrines could not be substantiated 
from the first three centuries ; I denounced indeed the absurdity 
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of that sort of demonstration which Mr. Faber chose to require ; 
but I maintained always that the doctrines could be adequately 
proved by such evidence from those early ages, as ought to 
satisfy every reasonable mind. As to the challenge to produce 
the evidence, the preceding Chapters will answer for its satis- 
factory production. | 

Mr. Faber next tells us that it is mere gratuitous assumption, 
to intimate that the lost writers of the first three centuries must 
have attested our doctrines. Not so gratuitous. For since 
those doctrines can be adequately and satisfactorily traced even 
in the fragments that remain, and in periods when no heretical 
opposition to them required the record of any marked testimony ; 
and since in the fourth and fifth centuries the evidence for them 
is so abundant, and is so often given with the notable assurance 
of such doctrines having been handed down from the apostles, it 
is a very legitimate inference that wherever it belonged to their 
subject, the lost writers must have testified in favour of those 
doctrines. But Mr. Faber contrives to lose sight of his own 
ἐς slaring absurdity,” in refusing to believe certain doctrines, 
because at this remote period, he cannot trace them step by 
step in full form, up to the days of St. John himself, in the poor 
fragments of the second century, which time, and war, and 
waste, and barbarism have permitted us to possess. 

But why not produce clear evidence from the writings still 
extant ?—asks Mr. Faber, in three more tedious. pages, which 
might have been expressed in a few lines, and in which we have 
it again falsely asserted, that 1 have acknowledged that no 
proofs can be deduced from the early Fathers. I must reply 
once more, that we do produce evidence sufficient to satisfy any 
one except himself. But what signifies such production of 
evidence, after all, to Mr. Faber? Cite from what Father you 
please, or from what number of Fathers, the evidence will be 
scornfully rejected, unless you can cite also the very first Father 
after the death of St. John, however little he may have written, 
or we may possess of his writings. You do nothing towards 
apostolical evidence, in Mr. Faber’s system, if the last link 
of your chain does not hold on to the last survivor of the 
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Apostles. He will profess to receive testimony as far down as 
the Council of Nice in 325: but if you cite even a Father of the 
second age as first mentioning any doctrine, he will tell you that 
if you cannot find the same in a still earlier Father, St. Justin 
for instance, who died in 166, and many of whose works are 
lost, you have effected nothing towards establishing such 
doctrine as apostolical. 

Having considered the contents of the concluding Chapter of 
Mr. Faber’s First Book, we must now attend to the correspond- 
ing Chapter in his Second. 


Section I].—Mr. Faser’s Meruop or Provinc THE APOSTOLICITY 
or Catuo.tic DocTRINE SHEWN TO BE FALSE AND ABSURD. 


Mr. Faber argues justly, when he pronounces it unreasonable 
to demand the belief of doctrines as decidedly revealed, while 
the fact of such revelation is unsupported by competent evidence. 
He says also truly, that it is the office of reason to examine what 
evidence exists to prove any doctrine to have been revealed by 
Almighty God: and the office of faith to receive with implicit 
assurance that which has been proved to be of divine revelation. 

But why these propositions, upon which we both obviously 
agree, are here in Mr. Faber’s concluding Chapter so verbosely 
and formally spun out to the extent of two octavo pages, I know 
not; unless to help to fill out a Chapter, altogether made up of 
irrelevant matter, and tedious tautology. Another page is eked 
out with the grave information, that a Protestant professes 
himself ready to believe any doctrine, which the Catholic can 
establish, by clear and competent evidence, to have been 
divinely revealed. Another page dilates upon the flattering 
assurance, with which Mr. Faber congratulates himself, that the 
doctrines upon which we differ, have been in his Book subjected 
to “a test of this precise description,” and that it has failed both 
negatively and positively. 

We then arrive at his Division IV. of the Chapter; and here 
he undertakes to explain “ by what extraordinary process of the 
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* human mind, ...... the peculiarities of the Roman Faith can 
“ever have become the subject of devout and implicit belief.” 
His method of accounting for this fact, is indeed a process much 
more extraordinary. General Councils, he says, have decided 
that such doctrines are to be believed as part of divine revelation : 
but he affirms that even on our own principles, such grounds are 
“ lamentably unsatisfactory.” For the Councils propound these 
various doctrines on the ground of their having been always 
believed in the Catholic Church. Here they refer us to a fact, 
which after all is established by no real historical evidence. 
*¢ Unless I wholly mistake,” he adds, “the very hardiest of the 
“ς Papalists pretend not to assert the infallibility of Ecumenical 
“« Councils in regard to racts: they carefully limit their infalli- 
“ bility to points of pocrring.” He quotes by way of illustra- 
tion, from the first edition of the Faith of Catholics; but as it 
some fatality obtunded his mental powers on all similar occasions, 
even here he could not, or would not, quote faithfully. Dr. 
Poynter (not Poynder, as Mr. Faber has it) considered that a cer- 
tain Proposition in the above work, stating that “‘It is no article of 
“ Catholic aith, that the Church cannot err in matters of fact,” 
was an assertion too general. The principal author of the work 
explained in reply to his Bishop, that as far as dogmatical facts, 
were meant, he conceived that what he had said just before on 
that point must satisfy every difficulty. Now note Mr. Faber’s 
infidelity of quotation. He says, that notwithstanding the broad 
hint of the Vicar Apostolic, the author “ steadily persisted in his 
“ original determination of explicitly teaching” that “It is no 
** article of Catholic Faith, that the Church cannot err in matters 
“ of fact.” Thus he insinuates that the author taught, that the 
Church might err in matters of fact, without giving him in 
common equity the benefit of his previous explanation, to which 
the part just quoted from his Letter to Dr. Poynter refers. The 
author had in the preceding paragraph of his Letter, explained, 
that by dogmatical facts he understood facts connected with 
Jaith, and that on such facts the definitions and decisions of the 
Church certainly demanded a submission of judgment.* Though 
* Faith of Catholics, First Edit. p. xlvi. 
4 U0 
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this immediately preceded Mr. Faber’s. quotation, he would not 
notice it; but absolutely tells us, that what precise idea the 
author wished to annex to his explanatory phrase dogmatical 
facts, he * will not undertake to determine.” In the second, 
and much improved edition of the work, published in 1830, the 
surviving compiler, Rev. John Kirk, has expressed his regret 
that the propositions were not amended in consequence of Dr. 
Poynter’s observations ; but has explained that this was imprac- 
ticable at the time, from the circumstance of the body of the 
work being already printed.* This suffices to annihilate Mr. 
Faber’s assertion, that the author “ steadily persisted in his 
“original determination.” Had not the work been already 
printed, the proposition would doubtless have been amended : 
and after all, the author’s explanation plainly proves that he 
never had any such determination as Mr. Faber would palm 
upon him. Mr. Kirk has thus worded the proposition: “ It is 
no article of Catholic Faith, that the Church cannot err.... in 
“ matters of fact, not relating to Faith.” 

It would appear however that even this explanation would: be 
lost upon Mr. Faber ; for he will not, he says, undertake to 
determine what precise idea is to be annexed to the explanatory 
phrase, dogmatical facts : but if it have any intelligible meaning, 
“ must, he should suppose, “be designed to express facts 
“ positively recorded by history, or facts incontrovertibly attested 
“oy competent evidence.” Such is this sorry theologian’s real 
or pretended idea of dogmatical facts ! And this when he had 
before his eyes the author’s own explanation, that he meant 
facts connected with faith. It was sufficiently plain, one might 
suppose, that the author did not mean mere facts of history, 
such as the foundation of Rome, or the destruction of Jerusalem : 
not even if attested by competent evidence. Mr. Faber surely 
ought to have seen that the author was speaking of the precise 
nature of the facts, not of the degree of evidence by which they 
might be supported. He wished to state, that though the 
Catholic Church might err in mere positive facts, yet not so 
upon matters of fact relating to Faith, usually called dogmatical 

* Fuith of Catholics on certain points of Controversy, Second Edition, p. viv 
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facts, the definitions and decisions of the Church on which, as 
he distinctly states, demand a submission of judgment. Mr. 
Faber must know that it has been the constant practice of the 
Church to decide upon dogmatical facts, and to require sub- 
mission to such decisions. The First Council of Nice condemned 
the “execrable words and sentences of Arius,” as well as his 
heresy ; thereby deciding the dogmatical facts that such expres- 
sions were contained in his writings and discourses. Pope 
Innocent II, with the African Bishops, required Pelagius to 
condemn the blasphemous and false assertions, which they 
decided to be contained in the book said to have been written 
by Pelagius; thereby asserting the firm principle that) the 
Church has a right to require heretics to condemn doctrines 
upon the dogmatical fact that they are contained in certain 
books. It is superfluous to accumulate instances of the same 
kind. Those of the condemnation of the writings of Nestorius 
and of Eutyches, as the author of the heresy which bears his 
name in the fifth century,—that of the condemnation of the 
famous Three Chapters in the sixth, will occur to every reader 
of Church history. And in more recent times the decision of 
the Catholic Church upon the dogmatical fact that the heresy 
of Jansenism is contained in the book of Jansenius, entitled 
Augustinus. | 

Mr. Faber, however, considers it a point of little consequence 
whatever is meant by dogmatical facts. For, he says, the real 
question is : Whether the Catholic Church is infallible in deter- 
mining an alleged historical fact, as well as a point of doctrine: 
for instance, in the decision of Trent, that Transubstantiation 
was always held in the Catholic Church. He understands the 
Author of the Faith of Catholics to answer in the negative : 
but we have seen that the author had no such intention. It 
must be carefully observed, that Mr. Faber does not yet see, or 
at least acknowledge the real nature of a dogmatical fact. He 
therefore speaks of the above decision, as made upon a fact 
merely historical. But the author alluded to was a far better 
theologian ; he would have unhesitatingly pronounced that to 
be a question, not of a mere positive or historical, but of a 

4 vu 2 
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dogmatical fact ; and thus considering it, he would have taught 
that the decision of the Church upon it undoubtedly required a 
submission of judgment. Let Mr. Faber then distinctly under- 
stand, that while all Catholics freely acknowledge that the 
Church of Christ might err, as to mere positive or historical 
facts, unconnected with faith, because these are no revelations 
deposited in the Church, and she could not consequently claim 
for them the assistance of the Holy Spirit to secure her inerrancy ; 
yet that all Catholics agree in the firm belief, that the Church of 
Christ cannot err in dogmatical facts, that is, facts connected 
with points of faith, as the above fact unquestionably is, rela- 
tive to the perpetual belief of Transubstantiation. 

It has been necessary to draw upon the reader’s patience, 
almost, I fear, to exhaustion, in the foregoing tedious analysis 
of Mr. Faber’s concluding Chapters of each Book of his publica- 
tion. But it was necessary to display the whole substance of 
them, not only to enable the reader to form a due estimate of 
the same both logically and theologically, but to introduce the 
important arguments to be now submitted as the practical ter- 
mination of this exposure and refutation of Mr. Faber’s Work. 
We now arrived at his last page: and its contents are soon 
stated. The Council of Trent, he argues, refers us to a fact of 
history ; which fact he professes to have examined, and found 
unsupported by historical evidence. How then, he argues, can 
a doctrine be true, which the Council professedly rests upon an 
unsupported fact? ‘I fearlessly submit,” he adds, “that by 
“no possibility, can the warmest adherent of the Papacy 
“ establish the doctrine, save through the medium of historically — 
* substantiating the fact.” And he terminates his whole Work 
with the following summary conclusion: “Jn admitting the 
“ neculiarities of the Latin Church as Articles of the Christian 
“ Revelation, the Romanist believes, not only without ἠβατοτορῳ 
“ but even against evidence.” 

The reader is now in possession of the witblé of Mr. Faber’s 
singular delusion upon the means of ascertaining the Apostolicity 
of Catholic doctrine. He is also enabled to trace the distin- 
guishing features of the whole system of Faberism. It is now 
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time to explain more particularly why, in a former publication 
of mine, Mr. Faber’s mode of enquiry was denounced as a 
glaring absurdity: and then to point out a mode far more 
rational and satisfactory. It will be recollected that Mr. Faber 
required distinct evidence, clearly defining every point in which 
we differ, from the yet extant writings of the first three centu- 
ries ; which evidence, however, he would deem insufficient, 
unless it could be traced, step by step, with regular dates, up to 
the very first Father who wrote after the death of St. John, the 
last survivor of the Apostles. He also proclaimed, as he has 
done in his two concluding Chapters again and again, that by no 
other method than this of his own invention and dictation, can 
Catholics establish the apostolicity of their doctrines. 

I complained that Mr. Faber would not see the glaring 
absurdity of his boasted assertions. I will now explain exactly 
how this was meant to apply. He has represented me to have 
stated, that so few of the writings of the Fathers of the first 
three centuries have descended to.us, that to seek for any proof 
in them is a glaring absurdity. I never denounced it as an 
absurdity to seek for any proof in the remains of those Fathers: 
I am certain on the contrary that they afford proof adequate and 
satisfactory. But I have never admitted even such a method to 
be necessary ; and I denounce it as absurd when required as the 
only true mode of establishing the apostolicity of the doctrines 
of the Christian Church. This is the importance attached to 
the investigation of Mr. Faber: and here also lies a considerable 
part of his delusion. 

First, then, it is glaringly absurd to require the phbaniaon of 
clear, full and distinct evidence in regular progression up to the 
last of the Apostles. For I. Such evidence could only be reason- 
ably demanded, on two suppositions:—that those early Fathers 
wrote upon every point of faith ; and that their writings have 
come down entire to our days. If these two conditions be not 
established, it is unreasonable to require distinct and full evidence, 
inasmuch as the materials for it are not fairly before us. Now 
it is certain that the earliest Fathers wrote very little; or what 
amounts to the same for our purpose, very little in exposition of - 
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doctrinal points. It is equally certain that a very small portion 
of what they did write has survived the wreck of centuries, and 
come down to our times. A man might easily read in one day 
all that we now possess of those who are styled the Apostolic 
Fathers ; SS. Barnabas, Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp: and 
yet St. Polycarp. survived more than 60 years after the death of 
St. John the Apostle. After these we have St. Justin, Athena- 
goras, SS. Hegesippus, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and 
Tertullian, who reach to the commencement of the third century. 
The remaining Fathers before the Council of Nice, are principally 
St. Hippolytus, Origen, Minutius Felix, St. Cyprian and 
Kusebius. Though the works of these writers fill several goodly 
folios, still it is well known that very considerable portions of 
their writings are irrecoverably lost. But they wrote very little 
originally of doctrinal expositions, and what they did write was 
directed chiefly against the early heretics, who assailed the 
grand doctrines of the Trinity and Incarnation. Even on those 
points many of them must be read with due attention to subse- 
quent Fathers, or they may be sadly misunderstood. They 
wrote in times of trouble and persecution: they did not profess 
to consign to writing all the points of Christian and Catholic 
belief: they did not so clearly define and develope the doctrines 
of which they treated, as was afterwards done when the Church 
enjoyed peace, and particularly when the rise of different heresies 
called forth the plainest and most carefully worded expositions 
of Catholic faith. We may say of many other articles of our 
creed what St. Jerom said of Arianism: “ Before Arius was 
“ born in Alexandria as a noonday devil, they (the earlier writers) 
“‘ spoke some things innocently and with less caution.”* These 
things being borne in mind, is it not absurd to suppose it requi- 
site to trace every doctrine of Christianity step by step up to the 
days of St. John? 

_ II. Mr. Faber’s strange assertion would oblige us to believe 
that our Blessed Saviour intended the investigation of his truths 


* Antequam in Alexandria quasi demonium meridianum, Arius nasce- 
retur, innocenter queedain et minus caute locuti sunt. S. Hrzron. Adv. 
Rufin, Lib. ti, Cap. 4. 
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to become more and more difficult, as the Church proceeded 
through ‘successive centuries. Whence it would follow, that in 
our days of boasted facilities for every other science, it would be 
more difficult to ascertain the truths of Christianity, than in the 
dark ages, when many more monuments of primitive antiquity 
were still preserved. The God of Wisdom, and Justice, and 
Truth, could not have thus imperfectly provided for the know- 
ledge of doctrines, which he has commanded us to believe, even 
under the penalty of damnation. Had it been our Saviour’s 
intention, that before we gave our firm assent to his truths, we 
should have been able to trace them step by step through the 
succession of early writers, even up to the Apostles, undoubtedly 
he would also have provided for the careful preservation of these 
primitive writings. He would not have left them to the fate of 
all human productions, subject to all chances through fifteen 
centuries, thus rendering it, age after age, more and more diffi- 
cult to ascertain the vital truths of his holy religion. 

If, however, Mr. Faber would still object, that while we pro- 
fess satisfactorily to prove our doctrines from the yet extant 
writings of the first three centuries, it is unreasonable and incon- 
sistent in us to complain that they have not been substantially 
preserved to us ; this is my answer. We prove our doctrines, 
indeed, adequately and satisfactorily from those Fathers, but we 
do not consider such proof essential to the sure knowledge of 
the genuine doctrines of Christianity. His method is liable to 
the serious objections already stated, and to others no less fatal. 

Ill. For, what just reason has Mr. Faber for rejecting 
evidence later than the third century? Nothing can he produce 
to justify this restriction, but his own arbitrary conceit. For if 
we are to trace every doctrine up to St. John, why should even 
the third century be included? And if the third be included, 
what reason can be urged for excluding the fourth ? There were 
some holy Fathers, who belonged pretty equally to both those 
centuries, or who had lived some time within the third, though 
usually reckoned as belonging to the fourth. Upon what sound 
principle does Mr. Faber reject their evidence? and why are not 
the contemporaries and immediate successors of those Fathers — 
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equally venerable witnesses of the truth, even though they 
reached into the fifth century? One would naturally suppose 
that the most secure method of investigating the genuine 
doctrines of Christianity, in the writings of antiquity, would be 
to seek them not exclusively in the scanty fragments of the 
earliest Fathers, written in times of persecution, when the 
pastors of the Church were driven to exile, or concealed in 
crypts and catacombs, but to trace their development in the 
glorious days of liberty and honour which followed the accession 
of Constantine, when her pontiffs and prelates taught freely from 
the thrones of their churches, and wrote more fully and fre- 
quently of the doctrines which they had received from their 
faithful predecessors. This would be the straightforward policy 
of a sincere searcher into the belief of primitive times. But 
Mr. Faber rejects this honest method, and inculcates one more 
cramped and crooked. The reason will be at once perceived. 
The Fathers subsequent to the third century speak out much 
more copiously, and in language not to be mistaken or evaded, 
upon the doctrines which he disputes. This was enough to 
make him shrink back to the third, and thence to the second 
century: but will he thus satisfy his readers that he has any 
claim to controversial candour, or that his peculiar method of 
investigation is honourable and legitimate? St. Augustin says: 
““ What the universal Church holds, and has not been instituted 
* by Councils, but always retained, is most justly believed to have 
*‘ been handed down by no‘other than apostolical authority.”* 
St. Augustin wrote this at the beginning of the fifth century ; 
but he had lived during the latter half of the fourth. He firmly 
held the faith of the Catholic Church in the fifth century as 
apostolical; and this upon the sure ground that it was universally 
held, and could not be shown to have had any other beginning 
than from the Apostles. He did not say that it was to be believed, 
precisely because it could be traced through the earlier Fathers 
up to St. John: but because it was universally held as 


* Quod universa tenet Ecclesia, nec a Conciliis institutum, sed semper 
retentum est, nonnisi auctoritate fapostolica traditum rectissimé creditur. 
5, Aucust. Lib. iii. Contra Donatist. 
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traditionary from the Apostles. I need only ask if the argument 
which satisfied the profound St. Augustin, that great doctor of 
the Church and terror of heretics and schismatics, in the fifth 
century, ought not to satisfy Mr. Faber equally in the nineteenth. 

IV. Another consideration shews yet more clearly the absur- 
dity and unreasonableness of Mr. Faber’s system. He insists 
on every one of our Catholic doctrines being equally traced 
through the earliest Fathers up to the apostolic age, and demands 
proofs of the inculcation of all these, as if they were all of equal 
necessity at all times, and in all circumstances. But he very 
well knew that the development of some of our points of faith 
was uncalled for in the earliest times, because some of them were 
very partially reduced to practice for good reasons applicable to 
those early times. Thus it was not likely that the early Fathers 
would speak of the veneration and use of holy images; because 
the Church for some time used prudent precaution with due 
consideration for the prejudices of her Jewish and Gentile 
converts ; knowing the horror of the former for every kind of 
image, and the proneness of the latter to pay to images an undue, 
idolatrous.worchip. Moreover as there were very few public 
churches, there was little occasion for the display of pious 
pictures and images. And when it is remembered that Catholics 
only hold it good and lawful to have such memorials, but not 
obligatory, it is palpably unreasonable to reject this point of 
faith, because under the peculiar circumstances of their times, 
the early Fathers said little on the subject. In the course of the 
present work the same reasoning has been shewn to apply to 
other Catholic doctrines, to which it would be superfluous here 
to revert. The inference is, that Mr. Faber is glaringly unrea- 
sonable in demanding such precise evidence upon every one of 
our doctrines, as he arbitrarily deems essential to their satisfactory 
establishment. 

There is yet more to be produced in proof of the absurdity of 
Mr. Faber’s singular method. His own mode does not suffice 
even for his own belief: he himself does not act uniformly upon 
it. He believes several points which he could never establish 
by his own: boasted method of regular successive evidence - 
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through the third and second centuries up to the first. He 
believes for instance, that such particular Books of Scripture are 
divinely inspired, because the Sixth Article of his Church 
declares that their authority was never doubted in the Church. 
To say nothing of the gross inaccuracy of this declaration, which 
has been already sufficiently shewn in the Second Chapter of the 
present work, I would hére ask Mr. Faber whether he could 
distinctly trace each of these canonical books in the regular way 
which he demands of us, through the series of early Fathers up 
to St. John. He well knows that the thing is impossible: why 
then does he believe those precise Books to be canonical ? 

Mr. Faber believes it lawful to eat blood and things strangled, 
though the Scripture distinctly forbids it.* _How can he trace 
his belief in the primitive Fathers, when it is notorious that the 
prohibition remained in full force for some centuries ; and that 
the primitive Fathers actually testify in favour of the prohi- 
bition, as for instance, Minucius Felix in his defence against the 
calumnies of the Pagans: “ We so far abhor human blood, that 
“we know not even the taste of the blood of animals in our 
“food.” + Eusebius relates that the holy martyr, St. Bibliada, 
in 177 replied thus to her accusers: ‘‘ How should these (Chris- 
“tians) eat children, who hold it unlawful to eat the blood of 
“ dumb animals?’’{ Here then Mr. Faber believes a point in 
direct contradiction to a formal prohibition of Scripture, and to 
the known practice of the first three centuries. Is not this 
something very absurd and inconsistent, when we consider his 
boasted principle ? 

On these accounts therefore I denounced Mr, Faber’s method 

as “a glaring absurdity.” The materials for the required inves- 
tigation are not fully in our possession. Mr. Faber’s method 
would oblige us to believe that Christ intended the discovery of 
his truths to become more and more difficult in succeeding ages. 


* Acts χν. 29. 
t Tantumque ab humano sanguine cayemus, ut nec edulium pecorum in 
cibis sangumen hove M. Minut. Fax, Octav. eat 


t Πῶς ὧν παιδία φώγοιεν οἱ τοιῶτοι, οἷς unde ὡλόγων ζώων αἷμα 
φαγῶν ἐξόν.---Εὐ5Ε8. Pamphil. Hecles. Hist. Lib. v, Cap. 1. 
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The restriction of evidence within the first three centuries is 
arbitrary and unfounded. The very nature of some Catholic 
doctrines render it unreasonable to expect to trace them distinctly 
through the earliest ages. Mr. Faber’s own method is abandoned 
and contradicted even by his own practice. I hope he will now 
at last understand, and I wish I could see him confess, the 
absurdity of his boasted method of ascertaining with certainty 
the genuine doctrines of the Apostolic age. 

When, in the passage already quoted from my Difficulties of 
Faberism, the question of the apostolicity of our doctrines, was 
taken up as a question of history, it was not therefore admitted 
that it was exclusively, or even principally such. For argument’s 
sake, Mr. Faber’s assertion was granted: and on the gratuitous 
supposition of its correctness, the investigation of our doctrines 
has been pursued in the present work through the writings of 
the first three centuries. The result has been that were such 
investigation what Mr. Faber pronounces it, the only true way 
to determine the apostolicity of doctrine, even so, every one of 
the points in dispute between us can be adequately and satisfac- 
torily proved by such primitive evidence. It only now remains 
to shew that the apostolicity of every doctrine of the Catholic 
Church of Christ is ascertained by a method far more satisfactory. 


Section II].—TH&e ONLY TRUE METHOD OF ASCERTAINING WHAT 
DocrTrrRINES ARE PRIMITIVE AND APOSTOLICAL. 


“It remains then for us to demonstrate,” says Tertullian, 
“ whether this our doctrine, the rule of which has been shewn 
“ above, is to be considered of apostolical tradition, and whether, 
‘© on the same principle, all others proceed from falsehood. We 
“communicate with the apostolical Churches, for our doctrine 
“ differs from none of them: THIS IS THE TESTIMONY OF 
“ prurH.’* These remarkable words express precisely the 
object of this enquiry, and the principle of its determination : 
and they are as applicable now to the great question before » 


* See the original Latin, above, page 20. 
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as they were when written, sixteen centuries ago. The testimony 
of truth has ever been, is at the present day, and will be till the 
end of time, communication and identity of doctrine with the 
apostolic Churches. To such communication, Mr. Faber’s Angli- 
can Church has manifestly no pretension: she has torn away by 
open schism from the apostolical Church of Rome, the centre of 
Catholic unity. And to identity of doctrine with the apostolical 
Churches, I proceed to additional and final proof that on many 
points she can have no claim. 

If is unquestionable that our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ 
must have provided for all who were to believe in his divine 
religion, a method, or rule of faith, secure and certain in itself, 
within the reach and capacity of the unlearned, equally with the 
learned, and affording to all alike, evidence plain, perfect and 
satisfactory. : Since itis admitted on Mr. Faber’s side, that the 
security of our faith depends upon our being able to determine 
its apostolicity ; it must equally be admitted that all the faithful 
must have within their reach some method of ascertaining 
this with certainty. It is evident that it could not be required 
of the bulk of mankind to ascertain this by actual investigation 
of the yet extant writings of the primitive Fathers; for only 
persons of learning, and leisure and competent resources could be 
qualified for such atask. There must be a method so easy, that 
all could avail themselves of it: and so certain, as to afford to 
the unlearned as well as the learned, perfect security. 

First, then it must be observed, that when the doctrines of 
Christianity were first received by multitudes in various parts of 
the world, they were received not only as divine, but as necessary 
to be believed to escape damnation. The first Christians would 
consequently be held by the strongest motives to keep the faith 
carefully themselves, and to teach it as carefully to their children. 
Though many of these doubtless fell away from their faith, a 
very considerable portion remained frm, and must have taught 
their children the true doctrine which they themselves had 
learned and taught them as essential to be believed as they hoped 
to be saved. These, at least a considerable number of them, 
would teach in like manner their children: and thus there would 
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always exist a large body of Christians carefully holding the true 
doctrines of Christ, to the end of the world. 

To this it will be doubtless objected that there have been 
many heretics, who have manifestly departed from apostolical 
tradition. True: but these men became heretics precisely by 
rejecting tradition asa Rule of Faith. They were at once so 
palpably marked out by the novelty of their opinions, when they 
began tu teach differently from the Catholic body, that they had 
no resource but to set up some new Rule, such as private inspi- 
ration, or Scripture privately interpreted. Then as they-had 
clearly departed from the Catholic tradition, they were of necessity 
distinguished by some new name peculiar to themselves: so that 
while the great universal body went majestically down the stream 
of time under the perpetual designation of Catholics, these inno- 
vators were obliged to bear some new name, as Arians, 
Kutychians, Lutherans, Protestants. But whatever they were, 
they were always in a marked minority: they were always 
notoriously seceders from the main body; and their separation 
formed only the exception, which did but confirm the grand 
Rule of Traditionary Truth. The genuine doctrines of Chris- 
tianity being thus jealously preserved and carefully handed down 
from generation to generation, by a great, conspicuous and 
united body of believers, constituting the Catholic Church ; it is 
evident that such tradition may be relied upon with infallible 
certainty, as delivering the true doctrines of Christ. Thus the 
traditionary teaching of the Catholic Church is proved to be an 
infallible Rule, as a necessary effect following from its very 
nature: and consequently, reliance upon her teaching is the only 
true and certain method of ascertaining the genuine doctrines of 
Christ and his Apostles. 

But in the second place, it is equally easy to shew from actual 
effects, that such is the only true and secure method. All Pro- 
testants admit that those leading doctrines in which we are for the 
most part agreed, such as the Trinity, and Incarnation, came 
down by this mode of tradition from the age of the Apostles. 
These doctrines were carefully taught from father to son, and 
thus preserved by the universal body of believers, notwithstanding 
all the attacks and secession of heretics. But the same tradition 
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which preserved these, must have been equally capable of 
preserving every other doctrine of Christian faith. The same 
motive would operate in each case, namely, that every doctrine 
was received and handed down as a point which had ever been 
believed in the Catholic Church. And thus the argument will 
hold good from the effect to the cause, in every single article of 
Faith taught by the Catholic Church at the present day. 

We Catholics at the present day are firmly convinced that 
every article of our faith has descended to us from the Apostles, 
Such conviction could arise from no other source than the per- 
petuated indefectibility of tradition. For no preceding age could 
have taught new and false doctrine, as doctrine received unin- 
terruptedly from the Apostles. ‘To suppose such inculcation of 
novelty, would be to adopt the impossible supposition that the 
fathers would act without motive, and the children believe con- 
trary to the plain evidence of truth. For a father must act 
without motive if he undertakes to persuade his child to believe 
a thing universally known at the time to be false, such as some 
new doctrine never heard of before, under the aspect of a 
doctrine uniformly held and handed down uninterruptedly from 
the Apostles. Anda child must believe in direct contradiction 
to certain evidence of a clear and notorious matter of fact, if he 
believes a doctrine to be old and traditionary, which he has so 
many means of ascertaining to be new, and not held by the great 
multitude around him. Thus in no age, at no period of Christ’s 
Church, could any new point of doctrine have been introduced 
to its belief; as in no age could the great body of believers have 
been persuaded to adopt a doctrine as primitive, which they had 
full evidence that the Christian world had never heard of before. 
It follows therefore that if the Catholic Church now holds her 
doctrines to have descended uninterruptedly from the beginning, 
they did so descend, and were received by those who delivered 
them, in every succeeding age, as having come down from Christ 
and his Apostles. And nothing could have produced this our 
firm conviction at the present day, that all our doctrines have 
descended pure from the Apostles, but the certain existence of 
the indefectibility of universal tradition. The effect is manifest ; 
and it is thence evident that the cause exists ; namely, that 
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Christian Tradition has ever been relied on in each successive 
age, by the great body of believers constituting the true Catholic 
Church of Christ. And thus again, the traditionary teaching of 
the Catholic Church is proved to be an infallible Rule of Faith. 

Here is a method plain, easy and attainable to the most 
illiterate, while it affords perfect security for the truth. Reason 
itself will dictate to the rudest and most illiterate, that they can 
have no greater security of any doctrines being primitive and 
apostolical, than when they are proposed, as such, by the great 
body of traditionary believers, who constitute the Catholic Church, 
united in one faith throughout the whole world. The most 
illiterate man can readily ascertain this. He is taught by a 
priest, approved by a bishop, who is in communion with his 
colleagues and with the Pope, and with the great body of 
believers throughout the world. Moreover this body of tradi- 
tionary Christians proposes every one of its points of faith, upon 
the precise ground of its having been always believed, and having 
descended pure from the age of the Apostle. Is it not most 
rational to believe a fact so creditably attested? Or is it possible 
for any evidence to afford a higher degree of certainty? The 
pastors of this great universal body, the Catholic Church are 
assuredly competent witnesses of the fact of such and such 
doctrines having been constantly believed. Hence when assem- 
bled in a Council whether at Nice or Trent, they did not speak 
as having discovered or decided a point of faith for the. first 
time ; but they declared that,such was their uniform belief, that 
such a point was always the faith of the Catholic Church. Every 
successive age believed the doctrines received from the age 
preceding, upon the express ground of their having descended 
from the age of the Apostles. 

This divine and universal tradition of Catholic and Apostolical 
doctrine affords a certainty far superior to that of any human 
tradition. For there never was a human tradition so widely 
diffused and so universally received in the world as this tradition 
of the Christian Faith. ‘There never was a human tradition, for 
the faithful propagation and preservation of which a. regular 
succession of ministers was provided in every country, city and ~ 
eyen village, all studiously discharging as a most sacred duty the 
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office of teaching faithfully to others the doctrines which they 
themselves had received. There never was a human tradition, 
so effectually perpetuated, by being closely connected with the 
daily actions and occupations of men, as in the Catholic tradi- 
tions by its worship, ceremonies, sacraments, and every part of 
its ministry. There never was a human tradition, in which men 
had so great and universal an interest, and such exalted motives 
for its preservation, as the Catholic tradition undoubtedly creates 
by the ardent hope of eternal felicity, and the dread of everlast- 
ing punishment which it inspires. Finally, as Christ evidently 
instituted his Church to remain till the consummation of the 
world, he must have provided for its possessing by constant, 
uniform, uninterrupted tradition, in every age the pure deposit 
of true apostolical doctrine. And here the opponents of the 
infallibility of traditionary teaching are clearly convicted, of 
arrogantly despising the singular providence of God over his 
Church, the emphatic promises of Jesus Christ for its indefecti- 
bility, and the assured assistance of the Holy Ghost to teach it 
all truth to the end of time. 

It may be asserted with full confidence that the testimony of 
an illustrious body of traditionary believers such as constitutes 
the Catholic Church, affords us a moral certainty of the truth of 
its doctrines, of that high nature as to exclude all reasonable 
doubt, and to be justly considered infallible. It would be incon- 
sistent with the wisdom, the goodness, the justice and the truth 
of the Deity, to allow us to be deceived in yielding our firm 
assent to those doctrines, which by the due use of the faculties 
which he has given us, we have thus discovered by the highest 
kind of moral evidence. Here is no room for the paltry cavil of 
the vicious circle, in which Catholics have been often accused 
of reasoning, though without the least foundation for such a 
charge. For the infallible authority of the Church has been 
plainly proved by the nature of universal Traditionary teaching, 
and by attending to the constitution of Christianity itself, without 
once referring to the testimony of the Holy Scriptures. When 
Catholics prove the infallible authority of the Church from 
Scripture, it is only by an argumentum ad hominem ; that is, we 
appeal to Scripture, when arguing with those, who will admit no 
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other proof, and acknowledge no other Ruie of Faith; thus 
establishing our proof upon their own professed principles. It 
is our opponents, and not ourselves, who really fall into a vicious 
circle. For they maintain that the Bible is the sole Rule of 
Faith, that every one may abide by his own interpretation of it, 
and that God las promised every one. light to understand it: 
and how do they prove all these assertions? By producing 
various passages from the very Bible itself? : 
To return however, and to conclude our argument. Having 
arrived at the highest kind of moral certainty by the testimony 
of that great body of Traditionary Christians constituting the 
Universal or Catholic Church, that her doctrines are the genuine 
truths taught by Christ and his Apostles, we receive them with 
firm assent and believe them with divine faith. One of these 
doctrines is the divine inspiration of certain Books forming the 
canonical Scriptures. We believe these therefore upon the same 
infallible authority of the Catholic Church. We take the inter- 
pretation of the Scriptures from the same infallible authority, 
from which we receive the Scriptures themselves; well assured 
that as the Catholic Church could inviolably preserve the Book, 
she was equally competent to preserve its true interpretation. 
Separate from the authoritative teaching of the Universal Church, 
we take no authority of Scripture, or of the holy Fathers, as our 
Rule of Faith. For by Universal Tradition alone can we be 
assured of the true meaning of any passage of Scripture, of any 
Fathers or of any Council. We therefore never admit the 
method of our opponents, of arguing from Scripture or from the > 
Fathers to be efficacious in determining points of Faith, apart 
from the teaching of the Universal Church. But we are willing 
to meet them by a personal argument upon their own grounds : 
because when we convict them of error by their chosen autho- 
rities, we are undeniably entitled to demand their submission ‘to 
the obedience of Faith. | 
. Thus have 1 fearlessly met my opponent, the Rey. George 
Stanley Faber. He required Scriptural evidence, and I have 
produced it. He exacted primitive evidencesfrom the first three 
centuries: and without admitting his unreasonable method of 


qualifying and restricting the required evidence, I have produced 
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testimonies upon each point from the first three centuries, plain, 
sufficient and satisfactory. Upon his own proposed conditions 
he has been met; and I feel full confidence that he has been ~ 
refuted. He has dared us to the proof of the Apostolicity of 
our doctrines, as a matter of historical fact : and that fact has 
been firmly substantiated. 

I now solemnly call upon Mr. Faber to act up to his οὐρὰ 
declaration, that he was ready to believe our doctrines, if the 
Sact were once established of their divine revelation. “ Let,” 
said he, “ the alleged racr be established ; and then, no doubt, 
** mere human reason must be put to silence, and the implicit 
“ς submissiveness of faith be brought into immediate operation.” 
Let him now consistently yield to the force of the evidence 
placed before him. Would that he might rise above all human 
considerations ; and forgetting altogether the feeble instrument 
whom Providence perchance has enabled to point out to him 
the truth; disregarding alike the frowns and flattery of men, and 
foregoing the prospects of human glory; would that he might 
seek solely the glory of God, and looking steadfastly to that 
awful hour which must soon summon him to ETERNITY, now 
give generous testimony at least to the TRUTH. I take leave 
of him with the most cordial and Christian wish and prayer, that 
such may be the result of this Controversy ; not for any credit 
to myself, God forbid! but for the greater glory of God, and for.» 
the salvation of his precious soul. I cannot make to : 
more earnest appeal in parting, than in these affecting words of © 
the great St. Augustin: “ If you think you have been already 
“‘ tossed about enough, and wish to put an end to such labours, 
ἐς FOLLOW THE WAY OF CATHOLIC DISCIPLINE, which has 
“ come down from Christ himself through his Aposiles even to us, 
“ and hence will flow on to succeeding generations.” Si jam satis 
tibi jactatus videris, finemque hujusmodi laboribus vis imponere, 
sequere viam Catholice discipline, que ab ipso Christo per 
Apostolis ad nos usque manavit, et abhinc ad posteros manatura 
est. S. Aueust. De Utilitate Credendi, Cap. 8. 


» 


NORWICH: 
PRINTED BY BACON, KINNEBROOK, AND BACON. 


WORKS BY THE SAME AUTHOR. 


DEFENCE AGAINST BLANnco Waite, 2nd Edition ...... 


THe BisHop or Srrasspourc’s ANSWER TO FABER, 
translated......... Ve dcges cosh cheianeue cua yuN es 


REPLY TO FABER’S SUPPLEMENT ........c-eeeenececees 
DIFFICULTIES OF FABERISM .....sc0cecsecvccccccescecs 
FUNERAL SERMON ON Rev. L. STRONGITHARM .... -.. 
Do. on LADY STAFFORD ......-eccsccscccvsoscess aan 


Tue CuristiAn’s Reruce ΙΝ EPIDEMICS AND OTHER 
Av, a PRON oes pele aa Be aie big hag G a 


LIrrLe OFrrice OF THE IMMACULATE CONCEPTION .... 


BREVIARIUM RoMANUM, small size, embodying the Offices 
of the English Saints, by special permission of the Holy 
See, 4 vols. bound in MOTOCCO ........ eee cece φῶ νι ἐὺς 


“tiweomifan sheets .......sceccccecee a So ἀμίχυ ARGOS AIA 


assuresantum AD MissaLe Romanum, in bold type, 
black “and red letter, suited for folio or quarto sized 
ἈΜΙΒΒΑΪΟ. o.ois ic νον αν dns ce Oho eo pe papers ; 


To be had of Bacon, Kinnebrook, and Bacon, Norwich 


Oo 
bo 
ao A Oo ὦ 


: Keating 


and Brown, 38, Duke Street, and Booker, 61, New Bond Street, 


London. Υ 


Ach 
δας sibel 


Ricks oP hg ποτα 
Pe 2 eae 
Bib eat vege SA ‘1 


| REHTO ἬΝ: roinears 


ce 4 Mieke 
δὶ 
5.64 


“δὴ 


ἐν ee ofl} x aig 


"4 ied edt % pane δν 


ἐν τὶ ἐνερ ε εν κοντὰ 
5 “ὦ 


Me ae 


: PPS porgeit ρον 
ony blot αἰ 
i) fone. ΤΣ 


ΝΑ 


Bla car es 


es 
= 


- = Tes 
ap ae ane, τ 


ee 
oo) 
δ 


δὶ 
᾿ 


τῆν πρὶ Pere, PEEING, Tee? 
fic oh + eee ed 


ratte 
ow 


a2 
Va: 
4 


ye 


